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AGAINST THE EURO BOSSES 6 


How do revolutionary socialists view the EEC? This’ analysis 
ehallenges the economic-nationalist anti-EEC view and equally 
rejects the reaectionay utopianism of those ruling class seetions 
that expect to "unite" Europe within the’ imperialist-dominated 
eartel of EEC capitalism. We argue against sterile opposition to 
the EEC and instead put forward the view that European 
capitalism must be opposed from within its own development by 
Europe-wide united workers! action with the perspective of 
overthrowing capitalism throughout’ western Europe and ending the 
rule of the parasitic bureaucracies in E.Europe, opening the 
road to the Socialist United States of Europe. 


EEC ELECTION 12 


The analysis of the EEC is econeluded with a_ statement of where 
we stand in the June 1984 EEC Election, agreed jointly by the 
IWG, WP in Britain, GAW in Germany and PO in France. In Ireland 
it argues critical eleetoral support for Sinn Fein in the North 
and Labour in the South, but not political support for them. 
This taetie is diseussed in an article on page 12. 


| JAMES CONNOLLY 14 


This issue of «> earries the first in a Series of articles 
oresenting the conelusions of work undertaken by the IWG over a 
lone period. The purpose is to analyse in the light of the 
revolutionary marxist tradition the achievements and legacy of 
James Connolly who remains such a ecentral focus for Irish 
socialists. Yet his legacy is so ambiguous that he ean be used 
as a patron by Labourites, socialist- Republicans, stalinists, 
eentrists and Trotskyists. The series is introduced on page 14, 
Becinning on Page 16 the first artiele looks critically at the 
kind of Marxism within which Connolly learned his trade. 


CENTRAL AMERICA 25 

As with the artiele on the EEC and the one on War, this article 

was also a resolution agreed by the four groups meeting to found 

the "Moveinent for a Revolutionary Communist International" 

(VRCI) in London at Easter 1984. It deals with the revolutions 

against U.S. imperialism in the ecircum-Caribbean region and with 

Reagan's revanchist war against them, It analyses the nature of 

the regimes thrown up by those struggles and the critical 

ehoices faced by them, particularly now by the Sandinistas_ in ; 
Nicaragua. 


THE THREAT OF WAR 30 } 


This article presents the contents of the MRCI resolution of 
April 1984 which set out the Trotskyist perspective on: "The war 
threat, the peace movements and the revolutionary communist 
response". Dealing with the changing nature of capitalist 
imperialism, it shows what are the forces that push the world to 





the brink of nuelear holocaust. It. discusses the nuclear Photographs on 
question in relation to the defenee of the states in which pages 4, 13 and 29 
capitalism has been abolished, and it outlines why we propose a are by Derek Speirs 
working-class fight against militarism but reject pacifist of ‘Report’. 
Slogans. 

REVOLUTIONARY REGROUPMENT 36 


On the back cover we re-print a sunmary statement on_ the 
founding of the MRCI. The "Declaration of Fraternal Relations", 
defining where we stand in relation to other claimants to 
socialism, and outlining the necessary steps towards building an 
international tendeney, will be published in the next Class 
Struggle. 














NEW IRELAND FORUM 
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facing whose realities? 


On May 2nd the final reports of the 'New Ireiand 
Forum' were put before the media in a blaze of publi- 
eity as the parties of constitutional bourgeois 
nationalism sought to present a united face to Britain 
and Northern Unionist politicians. The Forum had del- 
iberated for just over a year in the plush apartments 
of Dublin Castle receiving hundreds of written’ sub- 
missions and inviting a selected few oral submissions, 
quizzing economists, political science academics and 
even members of the hierarchies of the Protestant and 
Catholie churches. 


"Facing realities" was the theme of the Forum 
according to its participants - Fianna Fail, Fine 
Gael, the SDLP and the southern Irish Labour Party. 
There WERE realities to be faced by these forees. Not 
alone was the SDLP in desperate need of a political 
lifeline from the Southern establishment after its 
losses to Sinn Fein in the 1982 Assembly elections but 
the credibility of the constitutional road itself had 
suffered. Since the epic Hunger Strike in 1981 the 
"special" Anglo-Irish relationship established between 
Haughey and Thatcher in 1980 was abandoned. In the 
June '81 southern elections Haughey's Fianna Fail was 
unseated by a combination of H-Block and "independent 
Socialist" gains and the South entered a period of 
minority governments ended only by Labour's entry into 
Coalition with Fine Gael in November '82. While the 
southern bourgeois parties were preoccupied with 
vote-getting, vying with each other for the job of 
"deflating" the economy and knifing the working class 
with wage restraint, public spending cuts and redun- 
daneies to pay its debts, the British carried on with 
Prior's Assembly which made no concession to the 
elaims of constitutional nationalism, even of a 
cosmetie nature. 


With a Coalition not depending on independents or 
on the two 'Workers Party' deputies in the Dail, it 
was possible to assist Hume in recovering the SDLP's 
lost standing. Hume had yielded to the militant 
nationalist, boyeott sentiment against taking seats in 
the Assembly, and when in March '83 he succeeded in 
getting the EEC to sponsor the Haagerup study it was 
an appropriate moment for Fitzgerald to agree to 
launch the Forum especially as Prior's initiative had 
been stymied. The Northern Assembly could only proceed 
on an ad-hoc basis while the boycott lasted, and Sinn 
Fein's large vote was a major blow to Prior's hopes. 
For Fitzgerald it was a chance to find some new lev- 
erage in the pursuit of accomodation to the unionist 
bourgeoisie. For Haughey it offered the prospect of 
all the more publicly upholding traditional bourgeois 
nationalism as against Fine Gael's overt willingness 
to bargain with imperialism on any basis, while leav- 
ing Fine Gael free, as the Government, to wheel and 
deal in secret with Thatcher. 


The continual rhetorical feneing was an inevi- 
tuble ingredient of the Forum. Even its location was 
nade an issue by Haughey. The different shades of 
zreen were emhpasised throughout and got an added 
dimension with the spectacle of accusations of leaking 
and bugging. 


While all laboured to show their demo- 
cratic "pluralism" in the Forum, political life was 
riven by sectarian conflicts and the resurgence of 
clericalism in the anti-abortion Constitutional 
Amendment debacle in which not one of the Forum par- 
ties could show itself free of its own particular 
brand of clericalism. All this was an inevitable part 


. of the political chicanery that passes for "normal 


democratic polities" in the South. 


Likewise the final outeome and the disagreements 
about the status of the three "options" - 'Unitary' 
State, Federal State and Joint Authority - reflect not 
the ability or desire of either section of the 
nationalist bourgeoisie to democratically solve Par- 
tition and end the oppression of the anti-unionist 
Northern minority, but the resolve of the bourgeois 
parties to mark out afresh and consolidate their 
distinet constituencies in Irish society against each 
other and to combine together against the threat of 
militant republicanism, 


Haughey's 1980 talks with Thatcher and his %0en 
declaration at the time that ALL options would be "on 
the table" reveals his complete cynicism in now pre- 
tending to entertain only a Unitary state. His rhet- 
orical victory studiously leaves Fitzgerald free, in 
the diplomatic formulae of the Forum report, to wheel 
and deal with imperialism. Thus the "realities" faced 
by these gentlemen in their Forum are considerably 
more prosaic than the illusions they conjure up to 
disguise their common interest in maintaining at all 
costs the stability of capitalist rule throughout the 
island, 


The essential parameters within which Fitzgerald 
will work in any resumed negotiations with Prior (or 
his suecessor in a cabinet re-shuffle) will be the 
entry of the SDLP into a form of devolved administra- 
tion in the North, possibly based on the Assembly. 
Beyond this will be the attempt to convene an Anglo- 
Irish committee with standing discussions on "economic 
co-operation" but primarily Strengthening joint mili- 
tary, police and court action against Republicans. 
Extradition, the blacking of all Sinn Fein elected 
councillors in the South, all-Ireland courts ete. 
would all go into the seales on behalf of the Southern 
bourgeoisie. 


One of the Forum reports points to the rising 
costs of repression to the South. The percentage of 
its "security" bill spent on the Troubles rose from 
6.9% to 26.5% since 1969 - from 2 to 134 millions in a 
year. The estimated loss of output is 1.2 billion and 
in the North 4 billion. These are the kind of reali- 
ties that concern capitalists North and South and 
Which lead the southern bosses to demand some role for 
the SDLP lest their class interests be further eroded. 
Thus Fitzgerald's juggling of the "options" and 
Haughey's sure-fire 'united-Ireland' rhetoric are 
largely for southern consumption. Both face the same 
limited options in practice given the dominance of 
imperialism and the entrenchment of its Unionist 
enclave. 
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Thatcher cannot entertain any initiative that The Forum proves yet again, as with the Assembly, 


does not aim to screw down the lid on the nationalist the Northern Ireland Convention, Sunningdale, and even 
revolt in the Six Counties. Even Hume's SDLP is the petit-bourgeois-led Civil Rights campaign, the 
unlikely to receive succour from her, certainly not inability of any forces linked to the bourgeoisie in 
since they feared to run a candidate in opposition to Ireland to resolve the division of Ireland, to end the 
hunger striker Bobby Sands in the 1981 Westminster oppression of the nationalist northern minority and to 
by-election. That decision was symptomatic of the establish a genuine democratic republic. At root the 
dilemma of the SDLP, its diminishing social base, its sectarian Six-County State remains irreformable on any 
loss of the Fitt and Devlin elements ete. Thatcher is _ basis limited to bourgeois-democratie perspectives - 
allowing Prior room for manoeuvre towards a new ini- power-sharing, Bill of Rights ete. Revolutionary 
tiative within these limits but also which she will socialists, therefore, have a duty to re-emphasise the 
not necessarily stand over. In advance of this she centrality of an independent working elass strategy on 
will make no accomodation to the outcome of tne Forum. the national question. The key question for socialists 
Equally she cannot afford to tamper with Prior's dis- are the class character of the movement necessary to 
taneing of the Tory party from the Paisleyite loyal- smash Partition and the class character of the new 
ists. She aims to maintain the alliance of the State power to be created. 
"moderate" unionism of Molyneaux and the Official 
Unionist Party. Unfortunately for Prior it was not the The bourgeoisie talks about democracy but all the 
OUP but Paisley's DUP that maintained the Assembly in time gears up its organs of elass rule and repression. 
existence fearing as they did that any biting of the Socialists must fight for the most genuine and 
hand that feeds them would give Prior more scope for complete democracy through organs of class struggle - 
entertaining the SDLP's demands - and the Forum trade unions mobilised on a war footing through rank 
report, | and file democracy, delegate Councils of Action 
' fj <9 drawing in the working class communities, organs’ which 
The economic reports commissioned by the Forum respond to the felt needs of workers and of all 
reveal, in spite of their main purpose, the inability oppressed in society. Only on this basis can the 
of a united Irish capitalism to sustain even the coipletion of the bourgeois democratic revolution be 
present recessional economic level. In spite of their you - in unbroken connection with the struggle for 
attempt to show that the position of Protestant work- workers' power. 
ers has recently deteriorated and that the Six County 
economy is in even deeper recession than the South, it The nationalist bourgeoisie seeks to accomodate 
is admitted that a subvention of 8% of all-Ireland GNP the bourgeois unionists in its settlement. It appeals 
would be needed to avoid worse unemployment in a to their caleulative spirit. Socialists, while 
'unitary' or ‘econfederal' state. intransigent in opposing the undemocratic partition of 
3 Ireland and the undemocratie features of both states, 
As for secular democratic rights, the likelihood seek to mobilise the Irish working class as the sole 
of extirpating clerical influence from political life force with the compelling material interest and the 
is even more remote when deeper social crisis makes fighting ability to remove EVERY undemocratic feature 
the quieting effect of religion even more necessary to of political and social life North and South. 
the bourgeoisie. Partition itself has divided the working class and 


paralysed it politically. Socialists fight tooth and 

nail against all forms of sectarianism and 
eonfessionalism, for the complete separation of church 
and state, of church and school, and to destroy the 
basis for all sectarian division of the working class. 


Even the ‘unitary state’ is not proposed as an 
independent democratic republic but would have a 
constitution "formulated at an all round 
constitutional conference convened by the British and 
Irish governments", So, even at the highest flights of 
their utopian aspirations Irish bourgeois nationalism 
ean only rise to proposing a diplomatic round-table 
eonvened from above by the existing party and state 
bureaucracies entrenched for sixty years in the two 
parts of Ireland. Their 'conference' could only have 
one purpose - to preserve the two pillars of 
capitalist order in Ireland - bourgeois nationalism 
and unionism. They propose, in order to satisfy "all 
traditions" to create an upper house where the 


unionists would have "a guaranteeed minimum number of 
seats" and "effective blocking powers in regard to (Sinn Fein). Only such a perspective oi CLASS struggle 


issues regarded as fundamental" (Ch. 6). Thus the against imperialism and the two Irish states with all 
CLASS eontent of such a new state is above all to be their sectarian institutions can revolutionaries in 
preserved. Every step would be supervised by the state struggle begin to break sections of Protestant workers 
bureaucracies of Britain and Ireland with institutions from their Orange bosses.° _ } 

designed to bypass the democratically expressed wishes Lacking this CLASS understanding of the fight. 

of workers whenever necessary. against imperialism, an understanding that proceeds 


Imperialism is a system of capitalist CLASS rule 
- military, economie and ideological - in both the 
oppressor and oppressed countries to enable the 
extraction of super-profits from the workers in the 
imperialised colony or semi-colony. It is utopian to 
dream of smashing it except through CLASS struggle. 
The clear recognition of this is what puts an 
indelible line between the politics of revolutionary 
marxism (Trotskyism) and revolutionary nationalism 








from an international standpoint, revolutionary 
nationalist perspectives are limited by Irish 
geography to a strategy that ignores the class 
interests of British workers in destroying the common 
enemy - their imperialist ruling class. In an historic 
Sense, without the support of a mobilised British 
working class there would be as little, chanee of an 
Irish socialist republic surviving (unless briefly 

under stalinist bonapartism at the cost of crushing 
all workers' democracy and appeasing imperialism) as — 
there is of an all-Ireland capitalist republic 

surviving without complete subordination and massive 
indebtedness to the British ruling class and its 
imperialist allies in the USA and the EEC. 


CONCLUSIONS 


1, The Forum is a utopian project aimed only at 
solving the national question in the class inter- 
ests of Irish capitalism. It promises nothing to 
those striving for a democratic solution to the 
national question or the emancipation of the anti- 
Unionist minority in the North. It is in fact 
reactionary, explicitly aimed at creating the pol- 
itical conditions for a stepped-up offensive 
against Republicanism and savage attacks on wages, 
jobs and living standards - with the anti-unionist 
workers in fact suffering the worst extremes. 


2. As such, socialists must continue to defend the 
de-facto leadership of the antizimperialist revolt 
in the North and support any action of theirs that 
concretely hits at imperialism. We do not, however, 
give any support to the political prograinme of 
petit-bourgeois revolutionary nationalism - Irish 
Republicanism, It is inherently a programme of 
"stages" for the Irish revclution and thus utopian. 
For it aims to achieve national re-unification 
without aiming to simultaneously demolish capita- 
list class rule. It makes a strategy of elite phy- 
sical-force guerilla struggle instead of subordin- 
ating armed action, as a necessary tactical means, 
to the strategic aim of class mobilisation on all 
fronts. In the last analysis Sinn Fein's programme 
ties its organised militants indirectly to the 
interests of bourgeois catholic nationalism, the 
false friends of the anti-unionist and Irish work- 
ing class as a whole. 


(ee) 
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The fight against British imperialism, stalemated 

at present, can only be carried through to comple- 
tion by working class organs of struggle coming 
increasingly under the lead of a growing revolu- 
tionary communist workers Party, striking in unison 
with all other forces committed to ACTION against 
Partition. This class mobilisation is only pos- 
sible, however, around the goal of not just remo- 
ving the British garrison but of abolishing the two 
reactionary and sectarian states that are the 
"garrisons" of capitalism throughout the island, 
breaking the protestant workers from their Orange 
bosses in the struggle. Not stopping there, such a 
movement must establish the dictatorship.of the 
proletariat - the Workers Republic based on the 
eouncils and armed militias of the working class. 
This programme of Permanent Revolution does not 
Stop at the boundaries of Ireland but either goes 
down to defeat or degeneration if it does not go 
forward to a federation of workers states in 
Britain and Ireland and international socialism. 


————— 
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To make sure you get forthcoming 
issues of CLASS STRUGGLE you can 
order the next four issues by sending 
two pounds fifty pence now payable 
to 'Class Struggle' c/o J.Larkin, 


12 Langrishe Place, Dublin 1, 


Copies usually on sale beside Liberty 
Hall in the 'Regent' and at 'Books Upstairs' 
in Dublin 





Copies are available from [WG of our 
joint publication with Workers Power 
analysing the degeneration of _ the 
post-war revolutionary Marxist movement 
into the international fragments of the 
"far Jeft" of to-day. As a contribution 
to debate, the contents of this (120 
page A5 illustrated) book mark an 
important step towards revolutionary 
regroupment on a_ principled basis. 
Entitled "The Death Agony of the Fourth 
International and the tasks of 
Trotskyists Today", it eosts two pounds 
including postage from IWG. 


Also available are eopies of _ the 
Workers Power theoretical journal 
"Permanent Revolution" No. 1 containing 
our jointly adopted "Theses on 
Reformism - the bourgeois  workers' 
party" (50 A5 pages). These are vital 
to an understanding of trade -union 
reformism and the social democratic and 
labour parties and how to relate to 
them - entryism, united fronts, 
critical electoral support, the U.S. 
"Labor Party" tactic. 

It also contains a  30-page 
statement of "Fundamental Principles of 
our Programme" adopted by the groups of 
the MRCI. Available from IWG for two 
pounds , pos t included, 


Send £3.50 to the address below and 
receive 10 issues of the paper. 
Make cheques or POs payable to 
Workers Power and send to: 
Workers Power, 

BCM 7750, 

London WCIN 3XxX 














The actions of British imperialism within the 
EEC have precipitated a crisis within European 
imperialism. Since the Dublin summit of the heads 
of state in 1979, the visible signs of disunity 
have multiplied each year. The constant wrangling 
over the UK's budget rebates, French intransigence 
over reform of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) 
and growing protectionist measures within the EEC 
backed by the reactionary demonstrations and 
demands from trade union leaders end small farmers, 
are but the most visible signs of inter-imperialist 
tension, 


THE NATURE OF THE EEC 


The EEC is made up of four major imperialist 
powers and their subordinate minor imperialist and 
semi-eolonial sattelites. Its character is there- 
fore that of an imperialist economic alliance 
elosely interwoven with the European wing of the 
NATO military pact. The EEC was formed in 1958 
after West Germany, Italy, Franee and Benelux 
signed the Treaty of Rome. The main aim of the 
Treaty was to further economic integration of the 
member states which had already begun under the 
aegis of US imperialism with the Marshall Plan and 
the establishment of the Organisation for European 
Economie Co-operation in 1948. 


The formation of the EEC has to be seen in the 
context of the Cold War. American imperialism had, 
since the formation of NATO in 1949 taken the lead 
in encouraging the European bourgeoisie to form a 
powerful capitalist European bloc as a frontline 
fortress opposed to the USSR and E.Europe. The aim 
of the various bourgeoisies was to create a customs 
union (i.e. free trade within, common tariffs 
without), to establish the free movement of labour 
and capital and move towards the elaboration of a 
common plan for transport, scientific research, 
energy, curreney, industry and agriculture. The 
period of suecess along this road began with the 
introduction of the CAP in 1962, matures with the 
final abolition of internal tariffs in 1968 and 
comes to an end with the formation of the European 
Monetary Sysiom in 1978, 


The Treaty of Rome represented a deal between 
on the one hand W.Germany and its satellites 
(Benelux) and on the other, France and Italy. In 
return for a rationalisation and subsidisation of 
French and Italian agriculture, W.Germany would get 
access to the huge markets of France and Italy. 
British imperialism refused to sign the Treaty of 
Rome for two reasons. For the original Six the 


For Europe-Wide 
Workers Action Against - 
The Euro-Bosses 





formation of the EEC was but a logical step given 
that between a quarter and a half of each country's 
trade was with each other. But in the UK only 15% 
of its trade was with the original Six. Most of its 
trade continued to be with the old Empire and 
Commonwealth. Hence, the fraction of the bourgeoi- 
sie most tied to the continuation of this pattern 

of trade successfully resisted the moves towards 
closer integration with Europe. Secondly, the 

British bourgeoisie was reluctant to subsidise a 
large and inefficient European agriculture when the 
UK agri-capitalist class was small but highly 
productive. The Southern Irish bourgeoisie in the 
mid to late 1950s had no independent line separate 
from the UK view, given that at the time the trade 
of the 26 Counties was still locked into the 

British market. 


IMPERIALIST CARTEL 


The EEC was a creation of the imperialist 
epoch. As a result its formation cannot be consid- 
ered in the same light as the tendencies within the 
pre-imperialist epoch towards bourgeois unifica- 
tion. In faet, the EEC is, in the main, a stunted 


_and partial reversal of the general tendencies of 


imperialist stagnation and decay. For example, the 
European bourgeoisie did not unite Europe in 1958 
but merely the rich club of imperialist powers. The 
member states reduced the weaker states (e.g. 
Spain, Ireland, Turkey) to the status of cheap 
providers of labour power. Also, 


although the EEC was a customs union it erected 
high tariff walls to the rest of the world, thus 
intensifying the problems of industrialisation 
experienced by the semi-colonial world. Finally, 
despite the fact that the EEC implied a degree of 
economic co-operation, this did not extend so far 
that each of the major imperialist powers was 
prepared to give up its special 'spheres of 
influence’ in the semi-colonies. 


The EEC did not create the post-war boom in 
Europe, rather it arose out of the deepening of 
that boom. On the other hand, the EEC did inject 
further life into the boom. Trade massively expan- 
ded. Output increased as well although not by the 
Same amount. The major facet of the development of 
the EEC was to extend co-operation between the 
European imperialist powers at the economic level, 
and to increase the weight of European imperialism 
within world capitalism. The EEC accounts for 34% 
of all world trade, by far the single biggest bloc 
owed Dee De Cee a Gee Gemetion of the 
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their trade with EEC partners. By the 1970s this 
figure was over 50%. Today, the total output of the 
EEC is larger than the US and twice the size of 
that of Japan. 


BRITAIN AND IRELAND JOIN 


Between 1958 and 1973 British imperialism 
attempted to join the EEC twice (1962 and 1967) but 
their entry was blocked by France, suspicious that 
the UK was but a Trojan horse for American imper- 
ialism. The development of the EEC and its prede- 
cessor, the Coal and Steel Commission, was seen, 
especially by the French bourgeoisie, as an oppor- 
tunity to construct a cross-European alliance to 
act aS a counterweight to the predominant influence 
of the USA in the world economy. In 1959 the-USA 
only had 16% of its stock of foreign investment in 
Europe. By 1968 it had risen to 30%. The US wanted 
a political advocate within the EEC to defend its 
growing interests. Britain's entry would also allow 
its UK operations to function without trade 
barriers. 


By 1973 the pattern of the UK's trade had 
changed dramatically. Over 30% of its trade was now 
with the EEC. Joining was to give recognition to 
the fact that future developments lay in that 
direction. 


In the 26 Counties, from the late 1950s two 
developments took place which pushed the Irish 


bourgeoisie into seeking membership. The market for 
Eire's agricultural commodities was inereasingly to 
be found in Europe. Secondly, Ireland had been 
opened up to foreign capital investment after 1958. 
US imperialism's interests would best be served by 
Ireland being in the EEC and substantial West 
German and other EEC capital investment in the 
country made it logical for Ireland to be integra- 
ted within the whole trading bloc. On Ireland's 

part, the relatively large and powerful agrarian 
bourgeoisie anticipated many benefits from CAP 
Should the 26 Counties be added to the European 
bloe as a subordinate partner. In the end by 1973 
W.Germany, France and Italy agreed to allow the UK, 
Ireland and Denmark to join. The former anticipa- 
ted, correctly, that they had little to fear from 
British industry, but that on the other hand the 
three new additions would provide a further market 
for their goods and the UK's contributions would 
help offset the growing cost of CAP. In the last 
analysis, the EEC has been in the economic sense, 
at least, hegemonised by West Germany which - with 
Benelux in tow - has grown rich and powerful at the 
expense of the other European imperialist powers, 


THE 'MULTINATIONALS' 


Underlying the post-war tendeney within Europe 
towards greater trade was the decisive factor of 
the centralisation of ownership and control of 
capital and the internationalisation of the divi- 
sion of labour. At the time of the Treaty of Rome 
there were only a few multinationals (or in reality 
transnationals tied in the last analysis to 
one or other state. The main ones, in the UK and 


tive barriers. After 1958 it was the USA and 
W.Germany which sponsored the growth of multina- 
tional capital in Europe. France under De Gaulle 
resisted this tendency in the vain hope that French 


national capital would prove strong enough to 
hegemonise Europe under its own sign. By 1969 the 
French bourgeoisie had paid enough for this vanity 
and got rid of him. 


One of the overwhelming reasons pushing the 
British bourgeoisie in the direction of the EEC in 
the 1960s was the recognition that it was a decli- 
ning imperialist power, that the old Empire markets 
were insufficient to sustain growth of exports, and 
that British multinationals would be squeezed 
between American and European imperialism if it did 
not decide to cast its lot with the latter. 


On balance the EEC has proved a greater 
Suecess for the growth and extension of US imper- 
lalist capital than it has for the growth and 
extension of a unified European capital. Most of 
the attempts at cross-state mergers (e.g. Dunlop- 
Pirelli) have failed. Nor have inter-government 
State-capitalist ventures (Concorde, Airbus) been 
much better. 


THE FAILURE OF INTEGRATION 


This limited suecess or outright failure to 
develop a specifically European cross-state eapi- 
talism has determined the outcome of various 
attempts to forge a political unity within the EEC. 
In the 1960s and early 1970s it was the fervent 
hope of sections of the European bourgeoisie that 
closer economic integration would lead to the 
creation of a supra-national European state. This 
State, based upon a European integrated capitalism, 
would have sovereign political powers, thus capable 
of subordinating the narrower interests of each 
national state to the wider collective interest. 
Even centrists such as Mandel thought this 
probable. 


However, the impressive tempo of economic 
integration in the 1960s was not sustained. The 
renewed period of world imperialist crisis engulfed 
Europe in the late 1960s and early 1970s before 
this integration had gone far enough. This has 
meant that in the 1970s European imperialism has 
not been able to develop a cohesive political out- 
look to rival US imperialism in world polities. The 
lack of a common approach to the Middle East war 
and the oil crisis in 1973 was indicative in this 
respect. One could multiply examples since, where 
the US has split the EEC camp. 


Since the late 1970s the new period of crisis 
has tended to undermine and fracture the economic 
gains of the EEC. For example, trade barriers 
between member states are increasingly being re— 
introduced. The lack of any fundamental union 
between the member states-has meant that they have 
adopted unsynehronised and often disparate policies 
to deal with the recessions of 1973-5 and 1980-2. 
The reflationary policies of Mitterand in 1981-2 
and the deflationary policies of Thatcher in the 
Same period are symptomatic in this regard. 


CAP - CORNERSTONE OF THE EEC 


Just as the EEC accentuated the tendencies 
within the post-war boom, so it has typified and 
even exaggerated the features of the new period of 
imperialist crisis. All the characteristic features 
of the imperialist epoch - parasitism and decay - 
are now pronounced in the EEC. Top of the list in 
this regard is the CAP. The CAP was and remains the 
cornerstone of the European Community. One of its 





aims was to make the EEC self-sufficient in major 
foodstuffs. Given the boom, this was achieved by 
the early 1970s. But in the .iew period of stagna- 
tion, what was the EEC's chief success has now 
secome its heaviest millstone. CAP illustrates _ 
nerfectly the contradictions inherent within capl- 
talism whereby the forees of production collide so 
arotesquely with the social relations of 
oroduction. 


CAP guarantees big and small farmers that 
anything they produce will be bought up at ‘target 
prices' which range from 200% to 600% higher than 
prevailing world prices. The major beneficiaries of 
CAP are the largest capitalist farms which have a 
high productivity of labour due to the application 
of massive capital equipment. Since the CAP 
encourages the massive overproduction of - commodi- 
ties it is the large West German, UK and French 
agribusinesses that benefit through the extraction 
of super-profits. At the same time, the small-scale 
family farms, typical of parts of France, Ireland 
and Italy, while incapable of super-profits due to 
the low level of productivity, have been saved from 
extinetion by the CAP. 


Unanehored by demand, supply has accelerated 
with the chance of these huge profits. This has 
created massive ‘overproduction’ in beef, milk, 
butter, grains, vegetables. This subsidy to the 
agrarian bourgeoisie and petty bourgeoisie (in the 
latter case mainly in France and Italy) is paid for 
by the European workers through high prices, Over 
70% of the Community's total budget is spent on 
CAP. Over half of this (about six billion pounds a 
year) is spent on storing and destroying this 
surplus or discounting it to Eastern Europe. And 
this in a world where some 450 million are 
estimated by the UN to be undernourished. 


Developments within US agribusiness in the 
last 18 months threaten to set a future pattern for 
the EEC and demonstrate the truly reactionary 
character of the present social relations of prod- 
uction of capitalism. To eliminate overproduction 
in US agriculture in 1983 over 18.5 million acres 
of agricultural land was destroyed thus eliminating 
potential production, a land area equivalent to the 
whole of Ireland. If the European bourgeoisie aS a 
whole forces its agrarian sector to cut back then 
this must oeceur in the EEC soon. Meanwhile, the 
refusal to take this step and the undercutting of 
traditional US markets threatens to release a 
massive trade war, the first skirmishes of which 
occurred at the start of 1983. 


CRISIS IN THE EEC 


CAP is not the only manifestation of the decay 
of the 'European ideal'. Attempts to develop 
cross-state policies on industry, transport and 
energy have effectively run aground. Worse, the 
*nreat of protectionism haunts the major EEC 
industries ineluding steel. 


The present crisis originates in 1979. At~this 
moment British imperialism felt the contradictions 
of the EEC more sharply than any other of the Nine. 
It decided to act. When the UK joined it was taking 
a risk but it had little alternative and the pros- 
pects seemed promising. In 1970 the UK ran a bal- 
ance of trade surplus with the rest of the EEC 
despite the tariffs. It believed its ailing indus- 
try could revive and compete with West Germany and 
Franee. A five year transitional period, accompanied 


by a series of concessions é 
alleviated the pains of the 
first few years. But UK 
industry went into a spiral 

of decline faced with 

European competition. By 1975 
the country was already 

trying to cope with a 2 billion 
deficit on trade in manufactures 
with the rest of the EEC. ~ 









But worse was to follow. Meanwhile, 
the UK's budget payments mounted 

each year until by 1980 they were over 
1 billion. At this time declining British 


‘imperialism was making the second largest 4 


net contribution (after W.Germany) and yet 

it was proportionately the third 

poorest (after Italy and Ireland). Two years of 
rebates have delayed the present breakdown, 
Thatcher has insisted on a long-term revision of 
Britain's contributions (to about 500 million) and 
reform of the CAP. 

West Germany is the only other net contri- 
butor to the EEC budget. But its position is fun- 
damentally different to Britain's. While the 
W.German big agrarian bourgeoisie benefits greatly 
from the CAP, the WG state, on behalf of the whole 
ruling class, is prepared to underwrite the net EEC 
revenue contributions as a price it must pay for 
the total dominance it enjoys in the EEC market for 
manufactured goods. It is even willing, within 
limits, to bear the extra burden of the EEC budget 
that must necessarily fall on it if the UK 
contribution is cut. 


Franee and Italy are the most deperate to 
preserve CAP not only beeause of the interests of 
the big agricultural bourgeoisie but also the 
electoral weight of the class of small farmers and 
neasants who would be plunged into ruin if 
subsidies were reduced or eliminated. 


CAP AND IRELAND 


The EEC sueceeded in imposing limits under CAP 
on the production of milk in March 1984. Only by 
the exercise of a formal veto on the whole package 
of budgetary measures under discussion was the 
lrish government able to beg an exemption to allow 
up to 4.7% inerease in milk production and only in 
the teeth of year-long opposition from the other 
states. 


The antagonism of the dominant member states 
to the Irish exemption ignored the dependence of 
this, the most backward member state, on its dairy 
seetor (9% of its GNP), and demonstrated the ten- 
deney of the main imperialist powers to attempt to 
settle their differences, in the first instance, on 
the backs of the imperialised semi-colonies, even 
such as Ireland within the EEC. 


In Ireland it was the dairy and beef bour- 
geoisie which pushed the country into the EEC, 
drooling at the thought of huge profits under CAP. 
Irish agricultural capital made major profits and 
large sections of the small-holders were raised 
marginally above their subsistence level of farm- 
ing. However, membership of the EEC accelerated the 
decimation of 40% of native Irish industry, its 
replacement by mobile transnational capital using 
Ireland as a source of superprofits and as an 
Irish-subsidised production base for EEC markets 





for US and Japanese capital. Significantly, native 
Irish food processing industry was also retarded in 
its development by the growing dominance of rival 
transnational agribusiness, leaving the mass ‘of 
Irish agricultural commodities to be exported with 
relatively little added value from a state suffer- 
ing the worst structural mass unemployment in the 


EEC, 


Although we do not support the Irish state in 
its fight on behalf of its agricultural bourgeoisie 
against their imperialist overlords in their quar- 


rels over the distribution of market shares, we 
point to such conflicts as demonstrating the char- 
acter of the EEC as an alliance dominated by a 
eartel of imperialist nation states. In Ireland we 
argue that the organisations of the working class 
should be won to champion the exemption of non-ex- 
ploiting small farmers from limits on their pro- 
duetion which would undermine their means of sub- 
sistence, as a step in allying them on the side of 
the working class. 

REACTIONARY EUROPEAN UTOPIA 


In the face of all this, the notion implicit 
at least in the Treaty of Rome, of a political 
union of the European bourgeoisie, is further away 
than ever. What is on the cards is a further dis- 
integration of the EEC into rival blocs, and 
through this into single antagonistic nation 
states, and even the destruction of the EEC itself. 
It is important to understand, however, that no 
bourgeoisie in the EEC desires or aims for this. 
Not even, or least of all, the British. With a 
weak, uncompetitive industrial base, life outside 
the EEC would be much worse than life within it. No 
serious section of the British bourgeoisie today 
contemplates withdrawal. 


On the other hand, in the present period, the 
demand for a supra-national state in Europe on the 
terrain of bourgeois democracy is a reactionary 
utopia. As part of the programme of the liberal 
bourgeoisie or of social democracy, it is a utopian 
concept when the economic foundations of that 
democratie ideal are crumbling. If it were ever to 
be implemented it would be under the crushing blo is 
of an aggressive and expansionist European imperi- 
alist power and would see bourgeois democracy swept 
aside in the process. 


At present, the European bourgeoisie has not 
been foreed to choose this road as the price of 
facing up to US imperialism. Such a time may come. 
For the moment, Europe chooses to compensate itself 
for the lack of real integration and union by 
simply adding more units to the EEC: Greece in 
1981, Spain and Portugal in the next few years, In 
the absence of the material basis for real and 
lasting union, however, these additions of decayed 
imperialist powers merely build more contradictions 
‘into the European Community; more grasping hands 
for CAP, more markets for the consolidation of 
W.German, French and British industry. 

COMMISSION, COUNCIL AND PARLIAMENT 


Meanwhile, the bourgeoisies of the EEC will 
have to content themselves with the faint shadow of 
democracy that they have invented. First, there is 
the European Commission which, unelected though it 
is, is charged with the formulation of policy. Real 
power is invested in the imperialist clique called 
the Council of Ministers who make decisions and 





insist on unanimity thus guaranteeing stalemate anc 


political stagnation and inertia —@ the norm. 


Finally, there is the European Parliament, elected 
for the first time in 1979 and due for re-election 
in June 1984. A toothless body which can, im 
extremis, demonstrate its impotence by blockime the 
EEC budget in toto and sacking the Commission. ft 
has no sovereignty over Europe or its member 
states. Throughout its history each member state 
has been unwilling and incapable of surrendering 
political power to a supra-national body. Ewen the 
principle of majority voting in the Council of 
Ministers was abandoned at De Gaulle’s insistence 
in 1966 when the first major dispute over the 
‘national interest' exploded. 

EUROPEAN UNION OF DECAY 


The fate of Europe cannot be entrusted to the 


EEC bourgeoisie. At present they rule over some 272 
million people, a majority of them workers and 
small farmers. Of these, capitalism has consigned 
over 11 million to the misery of unemployment. The 
number out of work in the Community has doubled 
since 1979. The junior semi-colonial partner - 
Ireland - suffers the worst with 17% in the South 
and 20% in the North. The stagnation in the EEC 8 
evident even though 1983 was hailed as the year of 
recovery in the world economy. In fact only in 
Britain and Denmark was there something of an 
upturn in 1983. Germany, France, Italy and Belgium 
and Luxembourg all experienced negative growth 
rates. Production and capacity have been slashed 
across Europe in the major industries of coal and 
steel. The CAP continues to guarantee massive 
profits for the rich farmers yet has done little to 
overcome the plight of the smaller farmers in 
Franee and the chronic condition of the peasants of 
southern Italy with their small-seale and ineffi- 
cient methods. Only an alliance of workers and 
small farmers can put an end to this European union 
of capitalist deeay. 


INTERNATIONAL WORKERS UNITY 


An independent working class programme is 
necessary if this is to be achieved. As the system 
plunges further into stagnation, false solutions by 
the score are being and will be offered up by 
friends of the bourgeoisie. The chauvinism, not to 
chauvinism, not to say xenopnovia of the French 
farmers illustrates the nationalist poison that can 
infeet also the body of the proletariat. Against 
the calls for import controls, beloved of the trade 
union bureaucracy throughout Europe, which trans- 
fers unemployment from one nation to another, we . 
demand trade union unity in action to defend jobs 
from attack. From the French miners’ strike of 1963 
to the British steel strike of 1980, the lack of 
united trade union action on a European seale was a 
key fact that helped undermine the effectiveness of 
workers' action. It will be ‘4 
important in the current 
British miners' strike. 
Capital is international 
and its operatins depend 
upon the weakness of the 
European labour movement. The 
Ford Motor Co. plays off one — 
national workforce against 
another. They pull out of prod- 
uction in Ireland completely and 
plan to close UK engine-making to 







eoneentrate in Cologne. The 
trade union bureaucracy is 
impotent in the face of this 
and allows the Irish, British 
and German workers to blame 
each other for their plight. 
Against this we must pose the 
need for class answers: 
occupations to prevent closures; 
Eurpoean-wide strikes to prevent 
job losses, seeking to impose 
instead a sliding-seale of hours , Pi 
with no pay cuts; the nationalisation 
-under workers'control, without 
eompensation, of any threatened 






plants or whole industries. Sins” 


In order to achieve these things against the 
inertia and obstruction of the trade union bureau- 
eracies, Europe-wide rank and file organisation 
needs to be built up that ean respond to co-ordin- 
ated attacks of multinationals like Ford. 


AGRICULTURE FOR NEED NOT PROFIT! 


On the land the oppression of non-exploiting 
small farmers, and the super-exploitation of lab- 
ourers by farming capitalists and by agribusiness 
(which more deeply subjects the rural toilers and 
workers to its profit lust by the fusion of farming 
and industrial capital), ean be resisted only by 
their mobilisation under the lead of the organised 
working class. 


Among farm labourers this includes mobilis- 
ation to resist redundancies by the shorter working 
week without loss of pay, and the fight to expro- 
priate and nationalise capitalist farms under 
workers' control. 


In the case of the smaller farmers and 
peasants, the proletariat cannot take responsi- 


bility for their eternal preservation under capit- 
alism whose unimpeded inner laws doom them to 
extinction. Nevertheless, the working class does 
possess enemies in common with the small farmers: 
the banks, and industrial and agrarian big capital. 
The working class demands the cancellation of the 
debts of the small farmers, the nationalisation of 
the banks, the extension of free credits, of cheap 
agricultural equipment and fertilisers etc. to 

these farmers whether individually or in co-opera- 
tives. The working class further fights for the 
expropriation of the exploiting middle-men and the 
Agribusinesses and the provision of alternative 
facilities by the state. We also demand the exten- 
sion of full health, education, pension rights and 
welfare conditions enjoyed by the urban masses, 
together with cheap public transport and communi- 
eations, to the countryside. 


Only the proletarian revolution can save the 
small farmers from their oppression and, via 
co-operative organisation within a workers’ state, 
lead to the full socialisation and planning of 
agriculture for need and not for profit in a 
socialist Europe. 


EUROPEAN UNITY THROUGH REVOLUTION 


Class unity against the bourgeoisie in the EEC 


must have as its goal the creation of Workers and 


Small farmers Governments that lead the way, based 


on the organisation of independent struggle, in 
breaking the spine of the ruling class. A success- 
ful revolution in one member state is not envisaged 
let alone sanctioned by the Treaty of Rome. 


A Workers and Small Farmers Government would not 
let itself be tied by any of its stipulations but 
would use any and every forum available to rally 
the rest of the European proletariat to its side. 


The division of Europe after the Second World 
War must be overcome by social revolution in the 
West and political revolution in the East if the 
goal of a United Soviet States of Europe is to be 
reached. 


IN OR OUT THE FIGHT GOES ON! 


In the coming June Elections to the European 
Parliament, it is around this analysis and with 
this perspective and programme that we will make 
propaganda. The bourgeois workers' parties of 
France, West Germany and Britain serve up a diff- 
erent dish. In their majority (i.e. the right wing 
and centre) they aim to use the pallid democracy 
the bourgeoisie has allowed them in the EEC to 
debate the small print of the Commission's propo- 
-Sals and make speeches about a far off 'Socialist 
Europe’. They hope the addition of Greece, Spain 
and Portugal will allow them one day the prospect 
of a parliamentary majority. 


Only in Britain and Denmark does popular 
opinion persistently reveal a desire to withdraw 
from the EEC. In these countries, who entered at 
the dawn of a new period of stagnation in imperia- 
lism (1973), it is easy to understand why this 
decline is associated with entry into the EEC. For 
many years the British Labour Party pandered to 
this consciousness and to the small section of the 
bourgeoisie opposed to entry and in favour of 
withdrawal in the referendum of 1975. The bour- 
geoisie told the Labour party to change its views 
when it came to office in 1974 and the Wilson 
leadership obliged, recommending staying in, in 
1975. Only the 'left' of the Labour Party around 
Benn advocates withdrawal, believing the Treaty of 
Rome is a fundamental obstruction to socialist 
advance. 


The truth of the matter is that decay and 
stagnation within imperialism had long set in for 
British imperialism before entry. Outside of the 
EEC this would have continued, Entry merely altered 
the terms of that stagnation and decline, For that 
reason Workers Power in Britain called for an 
abstention in the 1975 referendum and will not add 
its voice, nor will the Gruppe Arbeitermacht nor 
the Irish Workers Group, to the campaigns for 
withdrawal, which are chauvinist in their inspira- 
tion and utopian and narrowly nationalist in the 
Solutions they offer for ailing European ecapital- 
ism. For the same reason we would have been unable 
and unwilling to advocate either a yes or a no vote 
in the Norwegian referendum on entry or any future 
ones in Spain or Portugal or even in a referendum 
on withdrawal in Greece. On each occasion the 
proletariat is asked to decide on the merits of two 
purely bourgeois programmes which contest the form 
of the relationship each of the European powers has 
with the others. 


Especially, we will not advocate a NO vote, or 
a withdrawal vote as the stalinists and centrists | 
have done and will do again. As marxists, we do not 
oppose in a STERILE fashion the inevitable tenden- 
cies towards centralisation and concentration of 





‘capitalism in Europe and its inevitable political 
consequences. We oppose capitalism from within its 
own development, counterposing to the bourgeoisie 
not a utopian backward-looking programme of 
nationalist development but an international 
revolutionary communist programme. 


‘PUT THE REFORMIST LEADERS TO THE TEST! 
USE THE PARLIAMENT 


TO RALLY WORKERS' STRUGGLE! 


The creation of a "European parliament" in 
1979 was a partial success for the bourgeoisie in 
their attempts to overcome their divisions. As the 
crisis deepens within the EEC there will be a 
greater tendeney for more secret diplomacy, more 
hidden corruption. 

We demand that the parliamentary represen- 
tatives seek to impose their democratic powers over 
each and every supra-national bureaucratie body in 
the EEC; that they obstruct, scrutinise and debate 
every plan or proposal which presently comes only 
before the Commission or Council of Ministers. On 
the other hand, we do not advocate the demand that 
the European Parliament be given supra-national 
sovereign political powers over the member states. 
This would promote an illusion, rather than put an 
existing one to the test on the basis of institu- 
tions that already exist. 


While this parliament cannot be an instrument 
of working class power, it can and must be used by 
MEPs from the Socialist, Labour and Stalinist par- 
ties to expose the secrets of the European bour- 
geoisie to the workers, and it must be used as a 
tribune to rally the workers' struggles outside 
parliament. We even demand of them that they use 
what limited powers they have to the full to delay 
and derail each and every anti-working class 
proposal, 


REVOLUTIONARY TACTICS IN THE EEC ELECTIONS 


Lacking the resources at present to put our own 
candidates before the working class in the elec- 
tions in June, we call for a critical-support vote 
for the bourgeois workers' parties in the 
imperialist democracies. 


In Ireland we give critical electoral support 
in the North to Sinn Fein and in the South to the 
trade-union based Labour Party. 


We call for votes for Sinn Fein from all 
workers in the North, centrally the nationalist 
sections of the working class who are in open rev- 
olt against British imperialism and against the 
Northern State overwhelmingly under the political 
lead of Sinn Fein, a petty-bourgeois revolutionary 
nationalist party. By solidarising in this way with 
the central progressive elements of their struggle, 
Trotskyists can most effectively argue their tran- 
sitional action programme and the strategy of 
Permanent Revolution against the programme of Sinn 
Fein, particularly against their utopian perspec- 
tive of withdrawal from the EEC which, from the 
Standpoint of the Irish working class, is wholly 
reactionary. United front tactics, applied in this 
way to Sinn Fein, are vital if the nationalist 
Section of the working class is to be won to take 
up action goals that enable the vanguard to put 
Sinn Fein to the test, to expose their petty-bour- 
geois character and begin to forge an independent 
proletarian leadership for the strategy of 
Permanent Revolution. 


In the South where a stunted reformist Labour 
Party based on the trade unions poses a major 
obstacle to the political development of the class, 
where Sinn Fein does not preside over any signifi- 
eant sections of the class in struggle, where the 
majority of the workers have habitually fallen in 
behind the major capitalist nationalist parties in 
elections, the electoral united front tactic must 
be applied to the Labour Party, calling on the mass 
of workers to stand with this party of the trade 
unions as against the openly bourgeois parties in 
the election, but making this call only as part of 
a programme of independent rank and file action to 
break Labour from its collaboration with the bour- 
geoisie and British imperialism, to open up the 
road of struggle for a Workers Government, a road 
in which the building of an all-Ireland mass revo- 
lutionary workers' party is advanced as the 
Strategic goal at all times both North and South of 
the Border. 


Our aim in each country is to put the workers' 
parties and the revolutionary nationalists to the 
test; to expose the hollowness of their claims to 
represent the interests of the workers and small 
farmers in front of those classes. In each case we 
agitate and propagandise around the elements of our 
programme. 


FOR EUROPE-WIDE WORKING CLASS UNITY! 


- Against economic nationalism. No to import 
controls! 


.- For occupations against closures. 


- For worksharing with no loss of pay. 

- For the 35-hour week without loss of pay 
throughout the EEC! 

- For the nationalisation of threatened industries 
without compensation and under workers' control. 

- No to immigration controls. No to the expulsion 
of immigrant workers and their families. For full 
political and social rights for immigrant 
workers, including the right of residence for 
their families 

- Against the guaranteed profits which artificially 
raise food prices for workers and their families 
we demand the sliding seale of wages! 

- For workers' solidarity in struggle and 
international blacking action. 

- Foree the reformist and revolutionary nationalist 
MEPs to delay and block every anti-working class 
measure, to serutinise and open up all dealings 
of the Commission and Council, to use the EEC 
Parliament to call workers into struggle on a 
Europe-wide basis 


AGAINST EUROPEAN IMPERIALISM! 


- Break up NATO! 

- Cruise and Pershing out! 

- Defend the USSR and the other degenerate 
Workers States against Cold War measures! 

- Not a penny, not a man or woman for defence! 

- For solidarity with the semi-colonial regimes in 
their resistance to European imperialism. Cancel 
the debts owed to the EEC, 


FOR THE SOCIALIST 
UNITED STATES 
OF EUORPE! 





EEC Election — 


In this period when the EEC elections have 
become a political battle-ground for the Republican, 
Labour and capitalist parties in Ireland, we publish 
in this issue of Class Struggle an analysis of the EEC 
which was agreed in April by the founding groups of 
the Movement for a Revolutionary Communist Interna- 
tional (IWG, Wokers Power in Britain, Gruppe Arbei- 
termacht in Germany and Pouvoir Ouvrier in France). 


The final section of this resolution (see the 
_preeceding page) commits our groups to critical elec- 
toral support in Germany for the German Social-Demo- 
cratic Party, in Franee for the reformist workers' 
parties - Socialist and/or CP, and in Britain for the 
Labour Party. In Ireland it ealls for critical elec- 
toral support for Sinn Fein in the North and Labour in 
the South. These we believe to be the best tactics in 
the election period to argue more effectively for the 
action goals of our internationalist communist 
programme. 


SUPPORT FOR SINN FEIN? 


As argued in Class Struggle during Sinn Fein's 
successful campaign to have Gerry Adams elected to the 
British Parliament, critical electoral support for 
that Party in the North was correct. It had and con- 
tinues to have the content that we stand with the 
anti-unionist working-class in their revolt against 
the Northern state and we seek to break the anti- 
unionist population from the bourgeois nationalist 
collaborators of the SDLP. 


In the absence of candidates of our own, this 
tactic is put forward by revolutionaries AS PART OF 
the call for workers' independent elass action around 
the concrete needs of the class, and as a step towards 
placing Sinn Fein under the hammer blows of demands 
from the nationalist workers who look almost 
exclusively to 5.F., is the best available means of 
showing class-conscious militants how to put Sinn Fein 
to the test on its claims to be a Socialist leader- 
ship. (The demands, slogans and action goals that 
offer the best basis for independent working class 
organisation and that could put Sinn Fein to the test 
in struggle are argued in Class Struggle No. 12, 
copies still available, post paid for 70p. In the EEC 
election the eall for votes for SF in the North would 
also put to the fore the fight to commit SF to open 
support for using the EEC parliament to call out 
Europe-wide working-class action against capitalism 
and imperialism.) 


In no way does critical electoral support entail 
POLITICAL support for Sinn Fein or approval of their 
programme - not even as the ‘lesser evil' of the 
available options. We do NOT support the political 
programme of Sinn Fein. In the struggle against Brit- 
_ish imperialism we stand on the same side and we 
defend Sinn Fein against imperialist and ruling class 
attacks.) We recognise that the mass anti-unionist 
revolt against the Six County state is led by Sinn 
Fein. But we equally have argued openly and consis- 
tently, in Sinn-Fein dominated mass meetings North and 
South since 1976 and in the literature of the IWG, 
that Sinn Fein is NOT a party of the working class and 
that its petit-bourgeois programme is incapable of 
leading the working class to the solution of their 
social problems of exploitation and oppression. It is 


Where we stand 


incapable of confronting imperialism throughout 

Ireland for what it really is - the military, economic 
and ideological British and world CAPITALISM - insep- 
arably linked to Orange and Green Irish capitalism. We 
have warned over and over against the left-rhetrie of 
a movement which covers up a "stages" proramme in 
which the question of what CLASS will rule society is 
treacherously postponed until after Partition is 
smashed (see the editorial on the Forum in this Class 
Struggle). We have warned that not even the bour- 
geois-democratie unification of the country is poss- 
ible except at the hands of a national majority of the 
working class mobilised in the conscious fight for its 
own class rule. 


Therefore, while we stand with the aroused 
nationalist masses in the Six Counties in their prog- 
ressive struggle under the lead of Sinn Fein, we warn 
that Sinn Fein is an obstacle to the clear fight of 
the Irish working class for our historic needs. 
Instead, revolutionary NATIONALIST working-class 
militants must be won to the building of an 
all-Ireland revolutionary SOCIALIST party of the kind 
fought for by Lenin and Trotsky. 


TWENTY-SIX COUNTIES 


Whereas Sinn Fein has no organic relationship 
with the working class movement either North or South, 
in the South it also lacks any role as leader of any . 
Sections of the working class in active struggle. To 
call for votes in the South for Sinn Fein in the EEC 
election cannot be a means of putting them to the 
test, and therefore would be to give political support 
for its programme, which we cannot and do not give to 
it. In facet when Danny Morrison, the SF candidate in 
the North, was interviewed for the International 
Viewpoint journal of the centrist USFI (PD in Ire- 
land), he admitted that their campaign in the South 
had no political ambitions except to win recruits to 
the Party! So, the eall of the centrists PD, SWM and 
LWR for a vote for Sinn Fein in the South only serves 
to display the opportunist adaptation of these curr- 
ents to petit-bourgeois revolutionary nationalism as 
such. 


LABOUR PARTY OBSTACLE TO WORKERS 


In the 1979 Euro election, as in the 1977 General 
Eleetion (and, where there were no H-Block candidates 
of struggle, in the 1981 Election) the IWG ealled for 
workers to vote Labour in the context of a programme 
of immediate and transitional action goals for the 
working class. That programme, if fought for, could 
mobilise workers to definitively discredit labourite 
reformism - and not just the Labour leaders of the day 
- among organised workers. And at the same time it 
would be an instrument in organising them increasingly 
under revolutionary political leadership, so winning 
the best militants in struggle to build a revolu- 
tionary communist party. 


IWG has always consistently argued against 
ignoring the Labour Party in the way the centrists' 
programmes do, but rather to fight for the organised 
rank and file of the class to put it under the hammer 
blows of workers' demands - as a key ELEMENT of their 
struggle (but never holding back independent action 
till the labour or union bureauecreay was foreed to 
move). We have argued that if the best militants were 
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not persuaded to the importance of consciously testing 
- and we believe, smashing - Labour in this way, then 
they they would never break the mass of workers free 
from the reformism of the labour and trade union bur- 
eaucracy which always in the end defends the*.existence 
of capitalism from confrontation by the working class. 


The existence of the Labour "political wing" is a 
key means in formally allowing the bureaucrats to 
isolate the struggles of the rank and file from the 


vital political questions that must be faced if the 
gains of the class are not to be crushed. This remains 
true even when, as is usual in Ireland, the Labour 
Party rarely enters into the consciousness of the 
organised workers because they have retreated into 
syndicalism or passivity. 


The leading sections of the class have either 
EPISODICALLY turned to a left-leaning Labour Party or 
else cynically rejected politics - to the benefit of 
the capitalist parties who have consistently won the 
mass of votes from workers and their families. This 
was a fact for which cynic John Carroll of the ITGWU 
was able to "blame" workers last year in order to 
evade pressure on the union leaders to force Labour 
out of Coalition! Attley of the FWUI at his 1984 union 
conference echoed exactly the same contemptible 
evasion. . 

It is vital to put forward tacties which con- 
cretely challenge the political hold of capitalist 
parties over the working class in order to defeat 
them, but also to allow no room to Carroll, Attley and 
their ilk to evade workers' political demands. Only in 
that way can revolutionaries hope to bring organised 
workers to confront the obstacle and the enemy within 
the class that cripples all struggle against capita- 
lism - the trade union and labour bureaucracy. The 
reformist world view of this caste commits them to 
_proteet the capitalist system in order to secure their 
own privileged niche as a POLITICAL and economic 
BROKER between workers and the ruling class. 


At the February and November 1982 General 
Elections the IWG wrongly argued that workers should 
abstain. Formally we were correct in saying that none 
of the parties or their candidates merited political 
support. But in doing that we did not make any eall. 
that eould break workers from the eapitalist parties 
so as to focus them with our programme on the need for 
independent working-class political answers. Thus, we 
were adapting in the wrong way to the growing cynicism 
against Labour's class collaboration. That cynicism, 
in one way healthy, nevertheless drove workers to 
again vote Fianna Fail, and more than ever before to 
vote Fine Gael. The stalinist CP gave full opportunist 
expression to this regressive drift in openly calling 
for a vote for Fianna Fail to keep Fine Gael out of 
office! 


That is why in the 1984 EEC election IWG again 
calls on workers in the South to break with the capi- 
talist parties by voting Labour, to stand openly 
against them and with their own class; to organise 
around action goals that directly challenge the bosses 
- against wage restraint, unemployment, closures, 
social service cuts; against women's oppression, 
against Partition; for the separation of church and 
state & church and school, for Europe-wide workers 
action, and solidarity with all struggles against 
imperialism. 


We seek to mobilise workers' organisations for 
such goals so that while going ahead with their action 
they fight to place Labour under the hammer blows of 





their demands, to break Labour from coalition, to open 
up the ROAD OF STRUGGLE that can lead to a Workers 
Government. Such a government would have to be held 
directly accountable to action councils of a mobilised 
working class, a Government standing over every gain 

of the struggle, arming militias of the class and 
beginning to break up the coercive state apparatus, 
preparing the revolutionary creation of the workers' 


dictatorship. 

But even admitting the crucial need to confront 
workers with the POLITICAL needs of their struggles, 
why make the rump Irish Labour Party the starting 
point for opening up this perspective of struggle? Why 
not call for votes for 'more radical’ left candidates, 
assuming we have not yet the possibility of standing 
our own? Precisely because for us there is no choice 
politically for workers between right-wing labourism, 
left-labourism, revolutionary nationalism, or stalin- 
ism, We will sow illusions in none of these forces! 


What distinguishes Labour is its organie connec- 
tion with the class, even if only as an obstacle on 
which the workers' political aspirations are ship- 
wrecked time and again. Therefore, tactics that seek 
to put Labour to the test in struggle, tactics which 
demand that the union bureaucrats fight for the demo- 
cratic accountability of Labour to the trade union 
rank and file, can in a practical way pit workers 
against the bureaucracy not just as economic but as 
political broker and agent of the bosses. Without 
actually having to bring the Labour Party under work- 
ers' control - for we believe these tactics will smash 
and begin to replace it - such a method ean rapidly 


reveal to workers in living experience what kind of 
Party alone can be relied upon to mobilise them around 
class-wide goals that challenge the rule of 

capitalism. 





The picture shows police arresting supporters of the 
Ranks Flour Mills occupation at Phibsboro', Dublin on 
17th May. Among those jailed and later fined for 
‘obstruction’ were members of IWG and Sinn Fein. 
Isolation of sectional struggles such as this under- 
lines the need for class-wide rank and file organis- 
ation and for action goals that challenge capitalist 
rule. IWG's argument for the goal of nationalisation 
without compensation and under workers' control in 
such closures was rejected by centrists and Republi- 
eans. SF offers only economic nationalism - state 
import controls on flour ete. - and indefinitely defer 
goals such as "nationalisation" to a united Ireland! 






















THE LEGACY OF 


JAMES CONNOLLY 


JAMES CONNOLLY remains to this day the 
eentral figure in the history of working class 
stru:vle in Ireland. He lives on in the conscious- 
ness of to-day's working class movement as a revo- 
lutionary opponent of capitalism, martyr in the 
insurreetion against British colonial rule, organ- 
iser of the Citizen Army workers' militia, advocate 
of economic emaneipation for the working class 
woman, and as internationalist. He remains the 
embodiment of the aspiration of generations for the 
Workers Republic. Most enigmatically, he remains 
also the only Marxist in the pantheon of modern 
Ireland, 


Yet there has been no coherent and rounded 
Viarxist analysis of Connolly or his legacy. 
Connolly was executed a year before the suecessful 
soviet revolution under Bolshevik leadership esta- 
blished the perspectives and method of Lenin, 
Trotsky and the Communist (Third) International as 
the political beacon for workers everywhere. 
Connolly had not built a party capable of gaining 
from these events at a time when the guidance of 
the revolutionary Interational could have made it a 
vital factor in altering the outcome of the Irish 


war of independence in favour of the working class. 


Tragically no healthy section of the 
International was established in the Irish working 
class before it began to degenerate under the 
bureaueratie rule of the Stalin faction from 1924 
on. By 1933 all hope of revolutionary rebirth in 
the Comintern was extinguished. The mantle of 
Connolly was being claimed by Irish stalinism - the 
‘Communist Party'. There was thus, in Ireland, no 
leadership able to apply an unfalsified Marxism to 
evaluate Connolly's life and legacy and no 
leadership capable of beginning again the task that 
Connolly had undertaken but failed to carry through 
for Ireland, the task that Lenin had spearheaded 
for. Russia in the same period. 

That task was nothing less than to make the 
revolutionary proletarian science of Marxism 
eonerete for Ireland. That meant applying and deve- 
loping it to understand the ‘laws of motion’ of 
capitalism within colonial Ireland; to understand 
historically and materially the social formation 
and relationship of class forees in Ireland; to put 
forward from that understanding a programme and 
strategy around which to build a fighting party of 
the working elass; and to apply that programme 
tactically in living struggle to mobilise the Irish 
working class against colonial and capitalist rule 
in order to establish its own rule. 


Measured against Lenin, Trotsky, the Bolshe- 
viks. and the Comintern, Connolly's efforts in 
Ireland, despite the ultimate in self-sacrifice, 
integrity and heroism, clearly failed in this 
objective. Despite the inadequacies of his method, 
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of his theoretical equipment, and of his strategy 
and tacties, his historic record as a genuine 
revolutionary against capitalism and imperialism 

has nevertheless justifiably earned him a permanent 
place aS a source of inspiration to Irish workers. 
This makes him even to-day a powerful ally of those 
struggling to take up again the mission that was 
truneated so brutally by imperialist bullets in the 
vard of Kilmainham jail. 





But if Connolly to-day remains a vital common 
referenee-point for socialists torn between many 
would-be leaderships in the working class (social- 
ist-republican, stalinist, labourite, Trotskyist, 
or degenerate trotskyist), his legacy is also a 
source of confusion and ambiguity. 


This is not beeause the record of his work has 
been distorted or misrepresented, although it has 
been. His many interpreters certainly present a 
wide spectrum of uncritical hagiography, respectful 
but unecomprehending commentary, bourgeois super- 
ficiality or simple opportunist use of his writ- 
ings. Honest scholarship there has been too, but 
nowhere is there brought to bear coherently on 
Connolly's legacy a critical method that can claim 
to draw on the the scientific Marxist tradition at 
its most developed. 


Connolly IS a deeply ambiguous figure from 





many points of view. He combines a belief in 
Marxism with revolutionary nationalist tendencies, 
populist influenees, syndicalist militancy and 

finally Blanquist insurrection. He founded several 
‘parties', the only one ever to become a factor in 
Irish history being the Labour Party which trampled 
on every aspiration of his; yet, paradoxically, his 
conception of the mass labour party was tragically 
open to precisely that outcome. A critical Marxist 
analysis of the key aspects of Connolly's ideas, of 


his programmes and his historic actions can thus be © 


an invaluable instrument for Irish Trotskyists 

to-day in making effective propaganda for 
revolutionary Marxism to socialist militants 
desperately in need of a way forward. For 
Connolly's legacy has been made an obstacle to 
genuine socialists. It is claimed, indeed hijacked, 

by the stalinist CP and Workers Party, by the right 
and by the left in the Labour Party, by the Left in 
Sinn Fein and by the Centrist groups - as a mantle 
and a justification for all of their competing 

dishes of confusion! 


The adulation of the stalinist tradition for 
Connolly is no accident. Connolly's understanding 
of the National Question unfortunately was not a 
seientifie one, and his operative programme in 1916 
in merging with the revolutionary nationalists was 
inevitably to make him a convenient patron for the 
Irish section of an international leadership that 
was to consciously work for the collaboration of 
classes, most notably the 'bloe of four classes’ in 
China (1925-7), the 'Peoples Front! policy in 
France and Spain in the 1930s ete. - all of which 
ended in disaster. 


The Workers Party, having turned to the same 
Stalinist tradition for a license to call itself 
socialist, prefers to avoid the revolutionary 
nationalist side of Connolly in order to bury their 
-own conspiratorial past and make peace with British 
imperialism in the North and imperialist capital 
everywhere. During their 1984 Conference, McGiolla 
Showed that they too could wrap themselves in their 
Selected Connolly - when he claimed on television 
their polities stemmed from "the 1913 tradition of 
Connolly". Superficially such a claim may serve to 
emphasise the WP's claim to be a party of 
bread-and-butter issues, but the militant 
syndicalism at the heart of 1913 could hardly be 
more at odds with his Party's ugly trade union 
bureaucratism., 


Labour's claim to the mantle of Connolly is 
the sheer opportunism of two-faced diplomacy on the 
part of treacherous Labour and Trade Union 
bureaucrats who studiously summon up his memory at 
Conferences, all the better to renew their annual 
license to trample in practice on the aspirations 
he represents. 


Sinn Fein's left-turn, a periodic response to 
hold mass sympathy in periods of economic unrest, 
has been cause for Connolly to step forward in 
their propaganda almost at the expense of the 
nationalist Pearse, While many young and working 
class supporters of Sinn Fein genuinely aspire to 
Socialist goals, the Connolly presented to them is 
the armed "socialist republican" who in no way cuts 
against their programme of economic nationalism, 
nor radically challenges their nationalist 
catholicism, and who, most importantly reinforces 
their fatal stageism - the national question today, 
the class question afterwards. Again, Connolly's 
legacy is such that it bends easily to these 


15 


purposes. The radical re-assessment of Connolly in 
the light of the Leninist-Trotskist tradition can, 

however, be a means whereby Connolly can become a 
eritieal starting point for beginning to win the 


_ best working class and youth from their illusions 


in the essentially petty-bourgeois Republican 
movement, to the building of a revolutionary 
-worker's party North and South. 


Trotskyism inherited and developed the 
Leninist tradition of the Comintern after 1924. By 
1938 Trotsky led in proclaiming a new fighting 
propaganda party, the Fourth International, after 


the definitive treachery of the stalinist 

Comintern. Our understanding of the breakup of the 
F.I. and the degeneration of its fragments, after 
1947, into "centrism" is fully set out in the book 
"The death Agony of the Fourth International". 
Suffice it to say here that the followers of the 
Fourth International in Ireland in the 1940s put 
forward an initial perspective, as against the 
‘stalinist leaderships, for revolution in Ireland. 
However, this did not subsequently become a star- 
ting point for the necessary programmatic work that 
would have to have scientifically serutinised 
socialist republicanism and the Connolly tradition. 
Not till the sixties did self-styled "trotskyist" 
groups make a permanent appearance in Ireland, and 
then as local adherents of the centrist fragments 
internationally - locally known today as Militant, 
SWM, PD and LWR. All use Connolly impressionistic- 
ally and to opportunist ends. None has penetrated 
through the myths woven by his hagiographers. None 
has been able to explain the ambiguities that allow 
Connolly to be claimed by stalinism, labourism and 
republicanism simultaneously with themselves. The 
absurdity is most evident when the Peoples Democ- 
racy current can present Connolly as the embodiment 
of the strategy of Permanent Revolution while the 
Stalinists can show him standing on the exact 
opposite side of the most enduring point of the 
historic conflict between Leninism-Trotskyism on 
one side and Stalinism on the other. 


The Irish Workers Group, as part of the fight 
for revolutionary regroupment, as part of the fight 
to re-elaborate the method and programme of Lenin- 
ism and Trotskyism internationally for the new 
world period and to make it concrete for Ireland, 
is now publishing a series of articles putting 
forward an outline of our analysis of Connolly from 
the standpoint of that tradition. We offer it as a 
contribution to debate. 


This issue of CLASS STRUGGLE earries the first 
article, dealing with some conclusions about the 
nature of the Marxism within which Connolly uncder- 
went his political apprenticeship. This is the 
first publication of results of work to which the 
IWG has applied itself for some time. 


Other articles on Connolly will raitge over ali 
the key aspects and issues of his perspectives and 
his operative polities, with the aim of drawing a 
balance sheet that will be indispensable to 
Trotskyists in the fight to win the best elements 
to build the nucleus of a revolutionary communist 
party. As pointed out by Lenin in his early battles 


against economism and the empirical tailing of 
political events, such theoretical tasks, at a time 
of a continuing crisis of leadership, are unques- 
tionably among the most PRACTICAL tasks. 


———— 





Connolly’s 





Apprenticeship to 
Marxism 


James Connolly was recruited to the socialist 
movement in Seotland in 1889. The newly formed 
Seottish Socialist Federation which he joined was 
based in Edinburgh. It had brought together various 
elements which coexisted during the 1880s, mainly 
the local supporters of the two competing metro- 


-politan trends in English Marxism - the Social 


Democratic Federation (led by Harry Hyndman, 
H.Queleh and J.L.Joynes), and the Socialist League 
(led by William Morris and E.Belfort Bax), 


The Socialist League had been formed by a 
split from the Social Democratie Federation in 1884 
but its tendeney towards ultra-left abstentionism 
from parliamentary elections outweighed its legi- 
timate raison d'etre, namely to overcome the opp- 
ortunism of the SDF leaders. Consequently, the best 
Marxists - Eleanor Marx and Edward Aveling, who 
helped to form the Socialist League partly under 
the guidance of Friedrich Engels, were forced to 
resign in 1888. Over the next three years, first 
Bax and eventually William Morris himself became 
disillusioned with their own abstract propagandism 


and rejoined the mainstream SDF. 


In addition to the influence of these ten- 
deneies in Seottish and particularly Edinburgh 
socialism were other political and ideological 
trends. Since 1883 one of the editors of the 
"Christian Socialist" - the Reverend John Glasse - 
worked in Edinburgh and was also a member or a 
close ally of Morris's Socialist League. He was 
partly responsible for the coalescence of Edinburgh 
groups in 1888-9. A second element in the Scottish 
milieu was the non-marxist ‘independent labour' 
trend of Keir Hardie which grew in strength in the 
early 1890s and was the embryo of the Independent 
Labour Party founded in 1893-4. The Seottish 
Socialist Federation, through Connolly and John 
Leslie and other worker militants, joined and 
assisted in establishing a branch structure for the 
Independent Labour Party from November 1892 in 
Seotland. Other trends, Marxist and non-Marxist, 
making for a much more heterogeneous political 
environment, derived empirically from the various 
land agitation bodies in Seotland during the 
previous decade. 


Such was the interest in the land question and 
the plight of the erofters that Andreas Scheu, an 
Austrian exiled socialist and co-founder of both 
the SDF and the SL, saw fit to form the Scottish 
Land and Labour League" as an affiliated body of 
the SDF rather than a strictly constituted branch. 
The Irish 'land war' of 1879-82 was fresh in the 
memory of many Irish immigrants in the working 


class wards of Edinburgh (such as Cowgate where 
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Connolly himself had been born in 1868). 


Significantly, too, the short but militant wave 
of New Unionism of 1888/9 also swept through Leith 


and Edinburgh just when James Connolly was becoming 


a socialist activist. Finally, but by no means 
least, the Irish Home Rule influence was strong in 
the 1880s and the Scottish socialists had to define 
themselves against it, within a marxist outlook 
that was essentially that of the SDF. 


BRITISH SOCIAL DEMOCRATIC MARXISM 


[he influence of Marxism in the Edinburgh 
socialist movement was mediated by the interpreta- 
tion of Marxism among the prominent founders of 
British Social Democracy in the period after 1881. 
Among the main, if not the sole source for the 
orthodoxy of the SDF, was the first volume of Das 
Kapital (Capital), which was translated in 1886, 
although this had been read in its French or German 
editions by the main figures in the movement before 
them. Also available, in a translation by 
J.L.Joynes, a teacher by profession, was Marx's 
"Wage Labour and Capital", a dramatie indictment of 
capitalism but a very early work dating from 1848. 
Apart from these, only the Communist Manifesto was 
widely available in English in the mid 1880s. Given 
this narrow literary base it is not surprising that 
British "Marxism" tended to be confined to Marx's 
political economic theories or, more widely, his 
theory of history as popularised in the Manifesto. 
Thus the underlying critical method of Marx and the 
deeper philosophical and political roots of Marxist 
theory were not easily accessible to the founders 
of British Social Democracy. 


In addition, the very adoption of Marxist 
ideas by Hyndman (SDF) and others at all would be 
difficult to explain were it not for the fact that 
without it not a candle could be held to the 
influence of Fabian reformism and Liberalism in the 
British working class. The economic dominance of 
Britain as "workshop of the world" in the latter 
half of the 19th century gave rise to processes of 
political accomodation to the bourgeoisie among 
large sections of the proletariat. This strength- 
ened the hold of the Liberals on the trade unions 
(mainly craft dominated) and, in contrast to 
Germany, the ideology of REFORMISM emerged strongly 
without any need to first theoretically answer and 
attack revolutionary trends. Therefore, as Engels 
noted in 1883, the SDF founders, whom he referred 
to as bourgeois intellectuals, were compelled to 
formally adopt Marx's ideas sbowt the roots of 
exploitation being inherent im the capitalist mode 


of production itself. Here, ready-made, was a 


powerful weapon of propaganda against Liberal and 
Fabian rivals. But the SDF tended to dogmatically 
adopt certain forms and not the living content of 
Marxism. Such was their inability to apply Marx's 
ideas in a living way, even after a decade of the 
SDF, that in 1894 Engels was sorely disappointed 
with what they had done to Marxist theory and 
commented: 

"The Social Democratic Federation ... has managed 
to transform our theory into the rigid dogma of an 
orthodox sect." (Letter to Sorge) 


For most of the SDF faithful, Marxism provided 
a general theoretical justification for socialism. 
More than that, for them Marxism proved the inevi- 
tability of socialism on sound economic grounds, 
This adherence to a very rudimentary knowledge of 
Marx's work was not underpinned by Marx's materia- 
list method, his deeply critical approach to all 
aspects of social life. The SDF (and the Socialist 
League) had little understanding of how to apply 
Marx's own theory of revolutionary PRACTICE in the 
content of day-to-day struggles. During the period 
of unemployed workers' struggles in 1886-7 and the 
wave of New Unionism in 1888-9 Engels criticised 
both wings of the "marxist" left and demonstrated 
how communists relate concretely but in a prin- 
cioled way to mass struggles even when constituting 
only a tiny minority. 


Subsequently an ex-SDF veteran recalled the 
version of marxism which was prevalent among the 
militants: 


(I) learned as a result of my study of the 
Marxian system that man is entirely a creature of 
external circumstances; that social and economic 
evolution takes its own course regardless of 
man's will or desire, and that he cannot broadly 
affect it in any way, at least consciously; and 
that the contradictions in the system would 
continue to deepen until the great mass of 
disinherited workers would discover the power of 
numbers, rise up in their myriads, violently 
expropriate the handful of expropriators and 
establish the Socialist Commonwealth", (From 
Stephen Spender's "Early Socialist Days", 1927, 
cited in "Essays in Labour History", Vol 2 1972 
ed. A.Briggs, p.68) 


This sechematie determinism left out completely 
the questions of revolutionary action, strategy and 
am 4f ae | 
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‘tacties. After all, if everything is predetermined 
then these issues do not arise, 


"RETHINK" 


In the 1890s, the period of Connolly's 
intellectual apprenticeship to Marxism, some of the 
limits of the old 'truisms' were coming under 
scrutiny. But the attempts by various individuals 
to rethink their socialist philosophy, in the SDF 
and its SSF periphery in Seotland, were generally 
to take the form of one step forward and sometimes 
as many as two back. 


Belfort Bax, for example, whom Engels referred 
to in 1885 as "honest" but impractical, abstract 
minded ete., re-emerged in the 1890s soon after the 
death of Engels and launched a critique of 
historical materialism. This debate was taken up by 
Karl Kautsky, the "pope" of Marxism over a number 
of months. Bax, who had been to Germany in the 
1870s and studied some of the German philosophers 
who preceded Marx, was perhaps the most cultured 
among the SDF leaders at this level. He was, 
however, only capable of attacking the Marxism of 
his own generation, and even then his was a limited 
criticism. At root he was highlighting the problem 
of adopting a mechanical materialist view of social 
history in which conscious human ageney and action 
was denied in favour of unconscious economic 
forces. However, his own answer was to return to 
Kant and to argue, similarly to the way some 
Austro-marxists argued in this period, that there 
were many Spheres of social life and culture which 
simply were not amenable to materialist study. His 
Social theory was thus to be composed of subjective 


and objective factors. Even in this respect he 
rejected the idea that the objective material basis 
was primary over subjective conditions, i.e. over 
political and ideological institutions. 


Engels was well aware of the dangers of 
reducing Marxist method to economic determinis:1 and 
expressed his views in letters to Bloch and Sch» idt 
in Me (See Marx and Engels on Religion Do 2a) | 
250. 

In reference to Barth, who attacks Marx: 
"...if this man has not yet discovered that whi'- 
the material mode of existence is the primum 
agens (primary cause) this does not preclude th- 
ideological spheres from reacting upon it in 
their turn, though with a Secondary effect, he 
cannot possibly have understood the Subject he 
writing about." (Engels to C.Schmidt in Berlin, 
5/6/1890) 


"We make our history ourselves, but in the first 
place, under very definite assumptions and | 
conditions. Among these the economic ones are 
ultimately decisive. But the political ones, 

etc., and indeed even the traditions which haunt 
human minds also play a part, although not a 
decisive one." (Engels to J.Bloch in Konigsburg, 
21/9/1890) 


He clearly saw that it 
that the material basis and the ideological 
superstructures interact on each other and that the 
conscious revolutionary action of the working class 
is of key significance. This implied extending a 
Marxist critique to all key questions, political 
and ideological as well as economic through a 
conselous party and hence the working class itself, 


is vital to recognise 


Unfortunately, the British Marxists were the 





least able to take Engels' advice on board, even if 
they were aware of it. The net result of Bax's 
theory, on the contrary, was the separation of the 
critique of religion, ideology and political 
questions, democratic demands etc. from 
"economically determined" questions. While it was 
clear that socialists could, so the argument went, 
agree on the tasks in relation to immediate and 
ultimate eeconomie tasks, this was not so in 
relation to other political and social questions. 

In the latter spheres, analysis was very 

arbitrarily based on gathered impressions and 
criticisms other than those of Marxism. This gave 
rise to Bax expressing rather odd views. He railed 
against religion but never with any real 
eoinprehension of its social roots in class society 
and its funetions in maintaining the proletariat 
anaesthetised. He had a fixed idea that women were 
innately more reactionary than men and he feared 
the extension of the franchise to them, 


"ECONOMIC DETERMINISM" vs. 
"VULGAR MATERIALISM" 


Connolly, while contrasting with Bax on most 
questions related to religion, social life, moral- 
ity ete. nevertheless shared a premise similar to 
his, namely that many spheres of social life are 
not knowable via a materialist analysis - particu- 
larly religion. Connolly drew the conclusion that 
the socialist Party must "fight shy" of such ques- 
tions, that they are not germane to the struggle 
for socialism. This was a species of "economism" 
and was to remain at the heart of Connolly's 
thought throughout his life. Connolly praised 
Marxism but gave it the erroneous title of "econo- 
mie determinism", In doing so he strictly delimited 
the seope of Marxist analysis, i.e. the scope of 
historical materialism and dialectical method and 
partially rejected the materialist view of the 
world which underlies all science. 


When Connolly attacked "vulgar materialism" he 
was not referring to what Marx and Engels attacked 
with the same term. Rather he was attacking 
atheists - among whom Marx was numbered. Connolly 
enlisted the wrongly expressed statement of the 
german Social Demoerats on religion to the effect 
that religion was, simply, a private matter - as in 
the 1891 Erfurt Programme of German Social Democ- 
racy, the leading party of the Second internatio- 
nal. Instead of seeing the need therefore for 
socialists to fight for separation of church and 
state, in order to make religion a matter for the 
individual and not a publie affair - a qualifica- 
tion for eitizenship ete. - Connolly took from the 
idea of the privacy of religion the meaning that 
socialists never confront and do battle with reli- 
gious influences in the working class. This ran in 
the opposite direction to the recommendation of 
Engels that socialists fight on ALL fronts - the 
economic, political and ideological, to the extent 
that is required for the creation of a revolu- 
tionary consciousness in the working class. 


Moreover, Connolly did not understand conc- 
retely the origins or the meaning of the demand for 
religion to be a private matter. Deriving from the 
bourgeois democratie revolutionary tradition and 
the 1789 Freneh Revolution, this demand was aimed 
at removing the last props of Feudal domination. As 
the church remained a powerful proprietor and 
defender of private property, socialists were 
duty-bound to challenge church power which survived 
through compromises with the bourgeoisie and prov- 





Engels in old age 
ided the latter with the means to chloroform the 
working class with lectures in piety. Because 
Connolly had no grasp of the roots of the church 
and religion in class society and no sympathy for 
the atheism brought to the surface in the French 
Revolution, he tended to equate atheism with the 
bourgeoisie and religion with no class in particu- 
lar. He was not alert to the falseness in reality 
of the eonflicts between churchmen and capitalists 
but tended to identify with the "anti-materialism" 
of the former. 


CHRISTIAN SOCIALIST? 


This weakness, which has led Owen Dudley 
Edwards to approvingly refer to Connolly as a 
Christian Socialist, had its roots in the brand of 
socialism Connolly learned in Edinburgh. His tutor 
in Marxian economies was the Rev. John Glasse, for 
some years a close contact of William Morris, but 
independently involved in the 1880s with the maga- 
zine "Christian Socialist". Glasse, like Bax, had 
grown tired of what passed then for Marxism - an 
all-embracing rigid determinism - and preferred to 
concentrate on Marx as economic theorist. His idea 
of Marxism was neverthelss that the role of 
practice and conscious action was not recognised: 

"Marx effectively removed from socialism the 
reproach of artificiality. The idea of 
development there finds full recognition although 
it exaggerates the infirmity of the individual" 
(Glasse, cited in Ransom, PhD Thesis 1975) 


In order to breathe some additional life into 
the fickle individual, Glasse drew or sought to 
draw inspiration from religion. In many respects he 
set out to persuade the Church of Scotland itself 
to take up socialist ideas in order to properly 
fulful its religious duty and to justify its heav- 
enly rewards. Referring later to a lecture he gave 
in 1889 on socialism and the church, he explained: 

"The object of may paper was to persuade the 
ministers and members of the Church of Scotland 
that they were not worthy of their privileges or 
position unless they resolved in the spirit of 
the prophets and of Jesus, and work along with 
the socialists in breaking every yoke and letting 
the oppressed go free". (Ibid.) 
Glasse was clearly a christian socialist since he 
actively mixed the two ideas. Connolly sought to 
limit the claims of socialism and to keep religion 
a private matter. Thus it would be overstepping the 
mark to call him a christian socialist. However, 





with mentors such as Glasse, Connolly was unlikely 
to revolutionise his own understanding of religion 
or to be brought into confrontation with his own 
Catholic upbringing. 


"TRUTH, JUSTICE AND MORALITY" 


The whole ethos in the Scottish Socialist 
Federation reflected impatience with what seemed 
like petty bickering among "calvinistie" minded SDF 
or SL members over the letter of Marxism. At its 
foundation it demanded of its members chiefly a 
commitment to fight for "truth, justice and 
morality". This loose formula aimed at retrieving 
the "spirit" of socialism and to that extent, after 
the years of division suffered by the SDF in the 
1880s, it may not have been without some positive 
content. But it was open to criticism on the 
grounds of giving these ethical values an absolute 
or independent character. Haldane Smith and Gilray, 
co-founders of the SDF, defended it and the latter 
Suggested that capitalism simply breeds "immoral- 
ity" as a "competitive Nazareth". This was danger- 
ous in that it did not recognise the progress of 
culture and civilisation that capitalism had 
brought with it. It also muddled the notion of 
democratie rights born of the revolutionary bour- 
geois-democratic tradition - individual freedoms, 
national self-determination, separation of moral 
and religious matters from the state ete. - with 
absolutist notions of right and wrong, notions 
which capitalism appeared to honour only in the 
breach. In the haste to criticise capitalism many 
questions could be dissolved simply by reference to 
their source in the ‘capitalist Nazareth’, 

"Divorce? - Marriages only break down because of 
capitalism - ergo the only solution is socialism", 

In such a manner the genuine democratie questions, 
opened up by the bourgeois revolution were eapable 
of being swept aside. In later years Connolly was 
to find this particular question leading him to 
directly echo the high mora! tone of his Edinburgh 
mentors, but not to answer it in a progressive 
direction, 


THE NATION 


The wooden rejection of the relativity of 
truth, justice and morality expressed a lack of any 
comprehension of revolutionary dialectics or und- 
erstanding of the world in motion, in flux, in 
contradiction. Instead, the method was to simply 
blame capitalism for all ills in a one-sided way. 
The effect of this extended towards the treatment 
of the national question, Being in the "celtic 
fringe" among masses of immigrant irish unskilled 
workers, the Scottish-Edinburgh left had become 
very Sensitive to the need to win the support of 
the Irish in local ward elections. In order to cut 
against both liberals and bourgeois Irish Nationa- 
lists it became difficult to hold on to the ortho- 
dox Marxist understanding of the, historically 
Speaking, bourgeois content of the national-inde- 
pendence question. Capitalism, in order to become 
established, breaks down local feudal boundaries 
and tends to establish nation states as home 
markets within natural and linguistie barriers. 


Although the metropolitan centre of the SDF 
in London maintained an acceptably "orthodox" 
approach to the Irish national question - that is, 
it supported political and legislative independence 
- this was in itself left to gather dust and gene- 
rally implied uncritical accommodation to Irish 
Home Rule (bourgeois) nationalists in the "consti- 





tutional" tradition. From within this outlook am¢ 
lacking a concrete conception of the Geveloome: * 
of capitalism and the relationship between this anc 
the National Question, it would have been « stert 
step for Connolly to develop a view which wes 
uncritical of Fenian, petit-bourgeois revolutionars 
nationalism. It was eorrect to observe, on the eve 
of the emerging epoch of imperialism and caoital 
decay, the untrustworthiness of the Irish bour- 
geoisie in solving even its own tasks of nations! 
independence and democracy, but the danger remzainmec 
of lending the national democratic Struggle a 
proletarian content and hence adopting an umeriti- 
cal political attitude to revolutionary traditions 

from the Fenians to the IRB. 


V 


4 


The evidence that Connolly developed @ one- 
Sided and erroneous understanding of the Irish 
national question is treated more fully below and 
in later articles in Class Struggle. But in its 
roots it flows from an inability to tease out the 


distinetions between the revolutionary bourgeois 


democratic tasks and the revolutionary proletarian 
Socialist tasks, as a necessary step in scientifi- 
eally formulating the tactical method of LINKING 
them in a concrete programme for the working class. 


This in turn has its roots in an inadequate 
grasp of materialist dialectics and in a conception 
of Marxism as "economic determinism" which there- 
fore supposedly required a further supplementary 
theory for tackling "non-economic" matters. 
Connolly was thus forced either to exclude a whole 
range of questions (religion ete.) from his quasi- 
Marxist analysis, or else to reduce other ques- 
tions to eeonomie ecatetgories. In the ease of 
Ireland, national oppression was reduced to, or 
given the content of, oppression of Irish Labour. 
As a result the real content of the National Ques- 
tion was liable to be obscured in his perspective. 


FLAWED UNDERSTANDING OF CAPITALISM 


While the marxism of the SDF was largely 
limited to the domain of the political economy of 
capitalism, the theory of capitalism expounded by 
the SDF was not clearly marxist. It involved 
important misunderstanding derived from other 
trends in economies, trends against which Marx had 
developed his own ideas. 


A key influence in a number of the SDF's 
fundamentally mistaken ideas about capitalism came 
via the many exiles from Germany who subscribed to 
the ideas of Ferdinand Lassalle. Lassalle's teach- 
ings were very influential among German workers in 
the 1870s through the German General Workers Union. 
But Marx, particularly in the critique of the Gotha 
Programme (1875), spent much energy criticising 
these ideas. Among them were the so-called "iron 
law of wages". This idea rested on Malthus's theory 
of population and argued that it was impossible to 
improve wages under capitalism, or to raise them 
above subsistence level. This notion had previously 
been attacked by Marx in two lectures to the 
International Working Men's Association (the First 
International) in 1865. The manuscript of these 
talks was rediscovered in 1898 by Eleanor’ Marx and 
published as "Value, Price and Profit", James 
Connolly read this pamphlet and defended its key 
ideas in a debate in 1904 with De Leon in the USA. 
However, in its Lassallean form, the "iron law" 
brought other theoretical baggage with it, the 
burden of which was duly passed on to Connolly and 





which played an important part in shaping his views 
on economie crises and the problem of the develop- 
ment of Capitalism in Ireland - with negative 
results as we shall show. 


This more general set of ideas is known today 
as "undereonsumptionism". It it still quite fre- 
quently mistaken for Marx's theory. (A recent 
example is the thoroughgoing underconsumptionism of 
the article "What is Marxism" published by the 
self-styled "marxist wing of the labour party" in 
"Militant Irish Monthly" No.119, pp6-7, March 
1984.) : 


The theory of underconsumptionism was put 
forward originally by Sismondi in 1819-20. It 
argued that 'defective demand' in the market place 
explained the roots of capitalist crisis. The idea 
was taken up in Germany some thirty years later by 
Rodbertus who in turn was influential with Lassalle 
and Duhring. In this context it was closely conn- 


ected with the "iron law of wages". The argument 
was that the absolute immiseration of the working 
elass led to a lack of demand for capitalist prod- 
uets and hence a crisis pushing down prices and 
henee also profits. 


Marx made a eritique of this doctrine based on 
the seientific study of the nature of capitalist 
accumulation itself. He showed how the rate of 
profit under capitalism tends to fall even when we 
assume that all of the product is sold at its 
value. This is the keystone of Marx's theory of 
crisis, its central law. It arises from the rising 
‘organie composition’ of capital - the increasing 
proportion of fixed capital or 'dead labour' 
(embodied in machinery, for example) as against 
living labour in motion in production; with the 
result that the increasing growth of capital tends 
not to be matched by as big an increase (propor- 
tionately) in the surplus value created. Marx made 
withering remarks about underconsumptionist 
"explanations" of erisis. For example: 

"It is sheer tautology to say that crises are 
caused by the searcity of effective consumption, 
or of effeetive consumers, The eapitalist system 


does not know any other modes of consumption than 


effective ones, except that of 'sub forma 
pauperis' or of the swindler. That commodities 
are unsaleable means only that no effective 
purchasers have been found for them, i.e., 
consumers (since commodities are bought in the 
final analysis for productive or individual 
consumption), But if one were to attempt 

to give this tautology .the semblance of a 
profounder justification by saying that the 
working-class receives too small a portion of its 
own product and the evil would be remedied as 
soon as it receives a larger share of it and its 
wages inerease in consequence, one could only 
remark that erises are always prepared by 
precisely a period in which wages rise generally 
and the working-class actually gets a larger 
share of that part of the annual product which is 
intended for consumption. From the point of view 
of these advocates of sound and "simple"(!) 
éommon sense, such a period should rather remove 
the crisis. It appears, then, that capitalist 
production comprises conditions independent of 
good or bad will, conditions which permit the 
working-class to enjoy that relative prosperity 
only mementarily, and at that always only as the 
harbinger of a coming crisis." 

(Capital Vol. Il, pp414-5 Lawrence & Wishart.) 


Engels added his view in the preface to the same 

volume of Capital and specifically attacked the 

theory of crisis’ advocated by Rodbertus: 
"Rodbertus's explanation of commercial crises as 
outgrowths of undereonsumption of the working 
class may already be found in Sismondi ... 
However, Sismondi always had the world market in 
mind while Rodbertus's horizon does not extend 
beyond the Prussian border." (Preface, p.18.) 


Unfortunately, while Marx and Engels were 
attempting to correct the many mistakes of the 
German party in the 1870s, these very ideas were 
gaining ground in the embryonic British marxist 
movement. The biographer of H.Hyndman (founder of 
the SDF) mentions that Rudolf Meyer, an exiled 
German socialist, taught Hyndman a good deal about 
Rodbertus's and Lassalle's ideas during the 1880s. 
Hyndman was an ardent admirer of Lassalle 
thereafter. (See Tsuzuki's introduction, p. X to 
"England for All" by H.Hyndman, 1971 and his 
biography "H.M.Hyndman and British Socialism" 
1961.) J.L.Joynes, author of the influential 
pamphlet "A Catechism of Socialism" in the mid 
1880s extolled the "iron law of wages". (See 
H.Collins - The Marxism of the SDF in A.Briggs 
eited above.) Henry Collins refers to the 
prevalence of the underconsumptionist fallacy in 
his 1971 essay: 

"Another SDF member, John E. Ellman, who later 
turned to syndicalism, expressed a common enough 
view at the time when he wrote of the lack of 


effective demand under capitalism, aggravated by 
technological unemployment giving rise to a 
situation in which socialists might confidently 
wait for the capitalist system to break down 
under its own weight." (Social Democrat, April 
1889 cited in H.Collins) 

In general those socialists who have 
mistakenly reduced Marx's theory of crisis of 
"undereonsumption", lack of "effective demand" ete. 
fail to understand the historic mission of the 
capitalist epoch, i.e., the deepening of the forces 
of production. They see the market and consumption 
only at a superficial level - i.e., the purchasing 
power of workers on necessities and of capitalists, 
landlords ete. on luxuries, They do not recognise 
the extent and centrality of productive 
consumption, i.e. the demand for new means of 
production - for constant capital. 


The political conclusions which flow from 
undereonsumptionist theories are many and varied. 
The bourgeois economist Maynard Keynes rested his 
whole argument for state intervention to manage the 
boom-slump cycle on the notion of boosting 
"effective demand". (Incidentally, it is in this 
direction that the Militant Tendency's brand of 
undereonsumptionism leans.) Hyndman, too, 
oscillated between the possibilities of crisis 
management and belief in the impossibility of 
curing crises under capitalism. 


POPULIST CONCLUSIONS 


Another line of argument flowing from this 
theory was the suggestion that the home market is 
inherently too small to absorb the output of native 
eapitalism. From this it was suggested that export 
markets were compulsory if a native capitalism was 
to develop. This argument also belied a superficial 
view of the "home market" and tended to perceive 
the expansion of capital only in its extensive and 


geographical expression, and not in its intensive, 


21 
truly historic dimension, i.e., in expanding the 
means of production. This form of underconsumption 
argument was frequently put forward by the Russian 
Narodniks, or Populists, as they set out to show in 
the 1880s and 1890s that the development of capit- 
alism in Russia was impossible due to the "limits" 
of the home market. One of these, Nikolai-on 
claimed to be a marxist but actually argued along 
the lines of Sismondi that the eroded position of 
the rural peasantry as consumers made it intrinsi- 
cally impossible for Russian capitalism to find a 
market at home. Hence Nikolai-on argued for a 
Special Russian road bypassing capitalism through a 
"peasant socialism" centred on reviving the 
collective mode of land allocation to peasants (the 
obschina) and the collective mode of peasant 
administration (the mir). 


First Plekhanov and later Lenin developed a 
critique of these theories as argued in Russia. 
Lenin, in his foundation work "The Development of 
Capitalism in Russia" in 1899 showed precisely how 
capitalism creates its owh home market, particu- 
larly by creating a demand for means of production. 
Lenin was rigorously consistent with Marx in out- 
lining the fundamental mistakes of the Narodniks, 
specifically in their claim that it was not poss- 
ible for Russian capitalism to realise surplus 
value, i.e. to sell its commodities at their value, 
without resorting to foreign markets: 

"Marx fully explained the process of realisation of 
the product in general and of surplus-value in 
particular in capitalist production, and revealed 
that it is utterly wrong to drag the foreign market 
into the problem of realisation". (Development of 
Capitalism in Russia, p.69 Progress edition.) 
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CONNOLLY'S POPULIST UNDERCONSU MPTIONISM 


It is quite clear from Connolly's writings on 
the market question that he held views which were 
very similar to those of the Russian Narodniks. It 
appears that the various pressures felt by Edin- 
burgh Marxists to relate to the immigrant Irish and 
break them away from their constitutional bourgeois 
Nationalist leaders predisposed Connolly to develop 
a theory of the impossibility of the development of 
Irish capitalism on the grounds that no available 
market existed since other capitalist powers had 
glutted the world markets with "unsaleable"™ goods. 
In an article on "The roots of Modern War", 


Connolly wrote: 
"New machinery, new inventions, new discoveries 
in the scientific world, have all been laid under 
contribution as aids to industry until the wealth 
producing powers of society at large have far 
outstripped the demand for goods, and now those 
very powers we have conjured up from the bosom of 
nature threaten to turn and rend us ... 
Competition between capitalists drives them to 
seek for newer and more efficient 
Wealth-producing machines, but as the home market 
is now no longer able to dispose of their produce 
they are driven to foreign markets..." (From 
Workers Republic, 20/8/1899, reprinted in "Labour 
and Easter Week" pp25-6, Dublin 1949.) 
In an article from the same period, entitled 
"Fr. Finlay SJ and Socialism", Connolly clearly 
revealed a conception of the world market which 
ignored the role of productive consumption in 
absorbing capitalist output. 


"Socialists point out that the capitalist system 
depends upon the maintenance of an equilibrium 
between the producing and the consuming powers of 
the world; that business cannot go on unless the 
goods produced can find customers; that owing to 
the rapid development of machinery this 
equilibrium cannot be maintained; that the 
productive powers of the world are continually 
increasing whilst the virgin markets of the world 
are continually diminishing; that every new 
Scientifie process applied to industry, every new 
perfecting of machinery, increases the 
productivity of labour, but as the area of the 
world remains unaltered the hope of finding new 
markets for the products of labour grows less and 
less; that time may come when all the world will 
be exhausted for the wares of commerce and yet 
invention and industrial perfectionism remain as 
active as ever; that then capitalism - able to 
produce more in a few months than would supply 
its customers for years - will have no work for 
the workers, who constituting the vast majority 
as they do, will have to choose between certain 
Starvation or revolt for socialism". (1/8/1899, 

in "Workers Republic" collection, Dublin 1949 

pp 41-2.) 


Connolly tended towards the view that colonies 
had been reduced merely to foreign markets of 
dominant capitalist states. The wars between 
Britain and Russia over Chinese colonies were 
characterised by Connolly as resolving the issue of 
which industrial nation shall "have the right to 


foree upon John Chinaman the goods which his 


European brother produces but may not enjoy" 
("Labour and Easter Week", pp25-6). The logie of 
this argument was that national independence 
struggles were intrinsically directed against the 
needs of the colonial powers for foreign markets. 
This in turn implied a difficulty in viewing 
revolutionary nationalism critically, in a marxist 
manner. It led Connolly to believe that 
revolutionary petty bourgeois nationalists in 

Ireland would be impelled in the process of winning 
national freedom to creating the conditions for 
bypassing eapitalism. In fact Connolly argued that 
given the "glutted" state of the world market it 
would be impossible for an independent Ireland to 
industrialise. In his widely read pamphlet, "Erin's 
Hope" (1897), Connolly dismissed completely the 
aspirations of the Home Rule bourgeoisie for a a 
native manufacturing base, incidentally paying no 
heed to the actually existing industrial base in 
North-East Ulster! He went on to argue, in a manner 


' 
, 
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almost identical to the Populists attacked by 
Lenin: 


"To establish industry suecessfully today in any 
country requires at least two things, neither of 
which Ireland possesses, and one of which SHE 


NEVER CAN POSSESS. The first is the possession of 


the wherewithal to purchase machinery and raw 
material for the equipment of her factories, and 
the second is CUSTOMERS to purchase the goods 
when they are manufactured". (Our emphasis - 
IWG.) (Erin's hope, in "Selected Political 
Writings", Edwards & Ransom eds., London 1973, 
p.178), 


In a separate article, entitled "Imperialism 
and Socialism", Connolly affirmed the absolute 
necessity of external markets for the development 
of a native capitalism in Russia, except that 
there the possibility of conquering the Chinese 
market would give Russian capitalism the impetus 
it needed to break down the monarchist tyranny of 
the semi-feudal Tsar and establish the conditions 
under which the working class could come into 
being. It is ironic that when centrist wiseacres 
on the Irish far-left today hint at Connolly's 
anticipation of Trotsky's theory of "Permanent 
Revolution" they forget that Connolly applied 
this very mechanical stageism, entirely at odds 
with Trotsky's perspective, to the one country 
that verified Permanent Revolution in the 
clearest way. 


Whatever about Russian capitalism successfully 
developing on the basis of finding an external 
market to take its "overflow", this, said Connolly, 
could not be so in Ireland, there being no markets 
left to exploit: 

"Go to the factory towns, to the shipbuilding 
eentres, to the coal mines, to the trade unions, 
on to the Stock Exchanges of England, the 
eontinent of Europe or America, and everywhere 
you will hear the same cry: 'The supply of cotton 
and linen goods, of ironwork, of coal and of 
ships, of goods of every description, is 


exceeding the demand; we must work short time, we 


must reduce the workers' wages, we must close our 
factories - there is (sic) not enough customers 
to keep our machinery going'. In face of such 
facts the thoughtful Irish patriot will throw 
rant aside and freely recognise that it is 
impossible for Ireland to do what those other 
eountries cannot do, with their greater 
advantages, viz., to attain prosperity by 
establishing a manufacturing system in a 
world-market already glutted with every 
eoneeivable kind of commodity. (Erin's Hope 
pp179-80.) 

This general line of argument was aimed at 
persuading the "thoughtful Irish patriot" that 
there was no possibility of establishing a 
capitalist Ireland, free and independent. It was 
not, however, a conerete analysis of the actual 
character of capitalism in Ireland and it did not 
lead Connolly towards the theory of permanent 
Revolution (in which the proletariat completes the 
tasks of the bourgeois revolution, consciously 
establishes its own elass power and fights for 
international socialism as the condition for 
genuine economic development), Instead it led him 
towards coalescence - both theoretical and 
practical - with revolutionary nationalists with 
their utopia of an economically autarchic Ireland. 
Connolly, by arguing that there was an 
insurmountable obstacle to realising a bourgeois 


democratie revolution, drifted towards the view 
that "real" patriotism in Ireland would by its very 
logic lead to socialist conclusions. The "genuine" 
struggle for Irish independence, in a very subtle 
way, took on for Connolly the semblance of an 
anti-eapitalist struggle. After all, it was taking 

a colony away from a major capitalist power and it 
eould not itself become a captialist state. 


This form of rationalist argument, which 
originally served to differentiate Connolly and his 
mentors in Edinburgh from the Home Rulers as rival 
champions of national independence for Ireland, 
would have to substitute for an actual tactical 
orientation to the Irish working class and rural 
masses (who looked to Home Rulers rather than to 
socialists) when Connolly came to Ireland. It also 
blinded him to the intrinsic capitalist limits of 
the more militant nationalist tradition. 


The overall effect of Connolly's views of the 
market, based on the erroneous underconsumptionism 
common in the SDF and SSF, was to propel him 
further in a POPULIST direction and towards 
developing an exceptionalist theory of the content 
and form of revolutionary nationalism in Ireland. 
The different elements that went into Connolly's 
overall view of the class struggle in Ireland will 
be discussed in later articles on the Irish 
dimension of his intellectual debt and on his own 
econeeption of "labour" in Irish history. Here it 
ean only be stated that this combination of 
elements does not add up to a theory - let alone a 
strategy - equivalent to that in Trotsky's 
"Permanent Revolution". Rather it is one that 
involves a limited quasi-marxist attempt to ascribe 
to the democratic tasks of the national 
independence struggle an intrinsically socialist 
character. Thus, not only in his economic theory of 
the market problem, but also in the exceptionalist 
road to the Irish Workers Republic, did Connolly 
drift into the populist ideas which, in Russia, the 
revolutionary Social Democrats, especially around 
Lenin, had to fight against. 


CONNOLLY AND PARTY-BUILDING 


The Seottish Socialist Federation had come 
into being in 1888-9 in order to overcome the 
organisational fragmentation of Edinburgh socialism 
which resulted mainly, but not exclusively from the 
split between the SDF and the smaller Socialist 
League. We have seen how this fusion was accompan- 
ied by a general re-consideration of certain asp- 
ects of the orthodoxy of the mainstream SDF. This 
led to a certain heterogeneity within the SSF and a 
delimiting of the scope of marxist theory. This had 
implieations for the kind of party the Edinburgh 
marxists sought to build. The Reverend Glasse 


expressed a typical sentiment when he said, in 


reference to the past period of organisational 

splits and the bitterness this gave rise to: 
"It has appeared in Socialism, but socialists 
will, like the Christians, refuse to identify 
themselves with self-satisfied and dogmatic 
cliques and will realise an institution that in 
eatholicity can only be compared to the Romish 
Church". (Ransom, PhD, 1975.) 

The SSF ineluded former SL and SDF sympathis- 
ers and members as well as christian socialists 
like Glasse himself. As a result it modelled itself 
on different aspects of these two organisations but 


remained independent even after the demise of the 
SL until it rejoined the SDF in 1895. In the 





interim it beeame closely involved with the 
ideologically non-marxist Independent Labour Party 
of Keir Hardie which had developed earlier in 
Seotland and had become a national organisation in 
1893. The latter organisation was built for the 
purpose of putting forward working class candidates 
in elections and mainly on a platform of labour and 
local government reforms. 


Connolly, along with John Leslie, also of 
Irish descent, was active as a founding figure in 
the Edinburgh branch of the ILP in 1892-3. He had 
become a key organiser in the SSF in the same 
period and not only worked quite happily alongside 
Hardie in the ILP but himself ran for election in 
the St. Giles ward in Edinburgh on two occasions. 
Although he ran as a "socialist" rather than | 
Independent Labour Party, his platform was the 
Same, municipal reform. 

The relationship between the SSF and ILP was 
generally amicable. The SSF had found an active 
periphery for its propaganda activity, its lectures 
on socialism ete. The ILP for its part benefitted 


‘due to the hard work and dedication of Connolly and 


comrades in its day to day activities. Joint 


membership was common for SSF members. At one level 


this appeared to be a shining example of what was 
absent in the relationship between the Morrisite 
propagandists of the SL and the parliament-oriented 
SDF from 1885 to 1890. In that period Morris had in 
his own words wished to "keep alive a body of 
Socialists of Principle who will refuse responsi- 
bility for the action of the Parliamentary portion 
of the party" (E.P.Thompson, 1955, p.532.) In 
"refusing responsibility" Morris merely ended up by 
not holding the SDF accountable for what it said 
and did. The subsequent disillusionment of Morris 
about the SL's own failure to grow led him to eon- 
clude that the League did not have anything "to do" 
when the propaganda about socialism was duly 
preached. (See E.Kapp, "Eleanor Marx, the crowded 
years" pp366-7.) His return to the SDF involved no 
marked transcending of the combination of SL 
sectarianism and SDF opportunism. 


PARTY AND PROGRAMME 

At the root of the SL-SDF split and the SSF- 
ILP "relationship" there was a similar nebulosity. 
The differences between the SL and the SDF were 
never really clarified or resolved publicly or 
politically. There was a left-right division to be 
sure but in the end the SL returned, chastened, to 
the main organisation. Between the SSF and the ILP 





William Morriss 


in Scotland a cleavage did begin to emerge over the 
issues of party discipline and a united political 
line in the ILP. John Leslie resigned in 1893 from 


the ILP due to his inability to get the kind of discipline 


believed was needed. After this Connolly continuc:i— 
to act as bridge builder between the two bodies for 


‘a time, but eventually he too resigned, in 1894. By 


then the ILP was drifting further to the right. 
Consequently in 1895 the SSF re-affiliated as the 
Edinburgh branch of the SDF. 


It is only possible to see why the relation- 
ship of the SSF to the ILP was both unsatisfactory 
and unclear to those involved (from the SSF) by 
reference to the question of what kind of programme 
the SSF had. What coneeption of the road to socia- 
lism had they; what strategy and tactics were 
recommended? 


Two main influences - the SDF itself and the 
successful SPD in Germany - provided the models for 
a political programme for the Edinburgh socialists. 
The SDF based itself on Hyndman's "Socialism made 
plain", published in 1883. This manifesto set out 
the goals of nationalisation of the means of pro- 
duction and exchange and in the interim a series of 
palliatives ambiguously expressed as "stepping 
stones". (See E.P.Thompson, 1955, p344.) This man- 
ifesto anticipated the more general model adopted 
by the German SPD and jointly drafted by Kautsky 
and Bernstein who, respectively, wrote its 
"maximum" and its "minimum" sections for the Erfurt 
Congress in 1891 - dealing with the ultimate goals 
separately from immediate reforms. Both Hyndman's 
and the SPD's programmes avoided references to the 
dictatorship of the proletariat. The example of the 
1870 Paris Commune was not to the fore in the tinds 
of the British or German programme drafters either 
in 1883 or 1891. Moreover, Kautsky's interpretative 
commentary on the Erfurt Programme ("The Class 
Struggle") stated that the working class would 
merely "make use of its mastery over the machinery 
of government to introduce the socialist system of 
production", In addition Kautsky widened the gap 
between immediate tasks and final goals when he 
added: "The Social] Democratic Party ean make posi- 
tive propositions only for the existing social 
order", i.e. reforms within capitalism. 


The only counter-influences for consideration 
by the Edinburth socialists eame from the defunct 
Socialist League tradition of abstract propaganda 
for the socialist maximum, and from what remained 
of the the anarchists internationally. The latter 
were similarly anti-parliamentarian and maximalist 
in outlook. They were never given much sympathy iii 
the 1890s and a delegation from Edinburgh to the 
1893 Congress of the Second International was 
instructed to oppose the admittance of anarchists 
to the International. 


SSF politics thus was based on a division 
between minimum demands and maximum goals. This . 
allowed the organisation to work closely with the 
ILP around elections and the minimum demands which 
formed the election platforms of ILP candidates. 
The ILP's non-subscribing, at the time, to the 
final goals of general nationalisation of the means 
of production and exchange thus did not pose a 
problem. The SSF was thus also justified in staying 
in existence as the upholder of the final goals, as 
the preachers of socialism. In time this naive 
alliance was bound to fall apart. The diappointing 
thing is that it did not break up in a clear poli- 


‘tical way, i.e. with the SSF learning the dangers 
of separating, in practice, the final goals from 

the immediate tasks. This was a possibility even 
then. For example, in relation to the work of 
Socialists among trade unionists, given that the 
wave of new-unionism had left its mark in Seotland 
among the dockworkers at Leith, it was possible to 
show how the unions act as schools in struggle for 
the working class but pointing out also the need to 
prepare to go beyond wage struggle to smash the 
very wages system itself. Engels had reiterated 
this theme in the 1888-9 period when both the SDF 
and SL were caught napping. 


However, the Scottish Socialist Federation 
adopted the philosophy of the German Social- 
Democratic party (SPD) and of the SDF, to the 
effect that the parliamentary tactic was the 
political high road, the "tried and tested tactic" 


as it was dubbed in Germany. Kautsky also had given 


widespread credence to the possibility of legisla- 
ting for socialism and taking hold of the existing 
state apparatus for this purpose. 


Connolly accepted, more or less whole, this 
conception of the road to socialism, with all its 
Kautskyean evasion, and took the explicit meaning 
it suggested. He revealed this quite clearly in one 
of his first articles ‘published in 1897 after his 
arrival in Ireland as founder of the ISRP: 


"In an independent country the election of a 
majority of socialist representatives to the 
legislature means the conquest of political power 
by the revolutionary party, and consequently the 
mastery of the military and police forces of the 
state which would then become the ally of 
revolution instead of its enemy" (In "Socialism 
and Nationalism" collection, Dublin 1948, p.30.) 
Aside from the particular problem posed by 
Ireland's colonial status, Connolly also trans- 
ferred to the ISRP in a quite mechanical fashion 
the essential points of the SDF programme, Social- 
ism made Plain, including its separation of minimum 
and maximum demands. In fact it is striking that 


the minimum programme of the ISRP makes no refer- 


ence to the struggle for national independence! 
This latter is combined instead with the final goal 
of Socialism in the maximum section in a series of 
formulae which actually collapse together, in an 
undialectical fashion, the distinct issues of 
national political independence and socialist 
revolution. 


Connolly's coneeption of the link between 
national independence and socialist conquest of 
power was, in the period when the ISRP manifesto 
was written, more clearly expressed in the article 
cited above. In it Connolly went on to suggest that 
although Ireland was not independent, an Irish 
socialist party could, if it won a majority of the 
Irish seats at the Westminster parliament, signal 
the demands of the Irish people for independence 
from Britain at all costs. This "moral insurr- 
ection" at the ballot box would be the warning shot 
and the opening of an irreversible move towards 


National armed insurrection. This insurrection 


would install a socialist government. in the mean- 
time such a party would be a more effective 
instrument in winning reforms at Westminster than 
the bourgeois nationalist Irish Parliamentary 
Party. This was not entirely out of keeping with 
the thinking of the orthodox centre in the Second 
International. For while a peaceful road was 
increasingly entertained where the bourgeois demo- 
eratie revolution had obviously outlived itself, 

for example in Britain - the most "orthodox" of 
Social Democrats formally allowed for bourgeois 
revolution, and violent revolution to boot, in 
Russia and similarly backward countries. 


We must appreciate that it was within this 
tradition that Connolly's ISRP programme was cast. 
It does not, as maintained by Desmond Greaves (who 
doesn't agree with it anyway since in it Connolly 
did not give any explicit role to the Irish bour- 
geoisie!), mark out Connolly as a "foremost 
political thinker". Nor does it amount, as is often 
suggested, to a perspective of "Permanent Revolu- 
tion". It represents the first attempt by Connolly 
to conceptualise the road to socialism in Ireland. 
What is wholly attractive about it is his early 
determination to actually apply to the Irish situ- 
ation the perspective of insurrectionary revolution 
against colonialism which Second International 
Orthodoxy had relegated to a formula, and at the 
same time to give it the ASPIRATION of solving the 
social questions of the labouring masses. But, as 
with his philosophical and economic education in 
Seotland, Connolly's political education at the 
hands of weak interpreters of marxism left him to 
find his own way with a "marxism" that was, on the 
one hand purged of the most vital lessons drawn 
from actual struggles and revolutions by Marx and 
Engels, and on the other infiltrated unwittingly by 
non-marxist thinking. 


(This series on Connolly continues in the next 
Class Struggle.) 
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footnote 


In "What is Marxism" (Militant Irish Monthly, March '84) Finn Geaney writes: "Marx explained that Capitalism as a 
means of production cannot overcome the contradictions caused by the drive for profits. All profits come from the 
unpaid labour of the working class, that is, workers are paid not for what they produce but what is generally 
considered necessary for them to maintain themselves and their families. 

Unfortunately for capitalism the workers' wages are thus not enough to buy back what they produce in the 
factories. There is a tendency to underconsumption, which explains why the capitalist class are always in search 
of new markets to sell their produce." 

Geaney goes on to tell us how "pump priming the economy" only leads to an explosion of inflation and then, 
onee again, referring to monetarism he notes: "This only increases the problem of undereconsumption even further. 
This basic law showing the basie contradictions of capital by Marx (sic), is as relevant today as it was in his 
time." In this Geaney owes more to Sismondi and Lassalle. What is Marxism indeed! 








central america 


Political Crisis 





The invasion of Grenada by US imperialism and 
the overthrow of its government demonstrated the 
determination of the Reagan administration to crush 
under foot any regime that it sees as a threat to 
its hegemony in the region. For US imperialism the 
nationalist-led revolutions in Grenada (March 1979) 
and Nicaragua (July '79) posed a serious threat to 
its interests in the area. Somoza and Gairy had 
been important as part of the whole semi-colonial 
system which allows the US to economiclly dominate 
and exploit Central America and the Caribbean. A 
whole network of dictatorships, whose armies, na- 
tional guards, death squads and secret police were 
trained and financed by the CIA, deny to the popu- 
lations of the region the most elementary 
democratic rights. 


The destruction of two of these regimes 
threatened the whole system. After the overthrow of 
Somoza and Gairy, the Grenadian and Nicaraguan 
attempts to gain a degree of independence from US 
imperialism, to loosen the economic stranglehold of 
the US by seeking aid and investment from Europe as 
well as the Soviet Union and Cuba, were regarded as 
a direct threat to US economic interests. Their 
progressive social reforms in health, education and 
literacy ete. in an area of the world where corrupt 
dictatorships presiding over the direst poverty 
were the norm, threatened to spread these revolu- 
tions to neighbouring states. Their close economic 
and political links with Cuba not only threatened 
to undermine Washington's twenty year old blockade 
of that country, but posed the possibility of more 
countries attempting to take the "Cuban Road" out 
of the orbit of world imperialism. Even the mildly 
social democratic regime of Michael Manley's PNP 
was considered an intolerable threat by the US 
ruling class in the wake of the revolutions in 
Grenada and Nicaragua. By October 1980, having 
sowed the seeds of his own defeat through his gov- 
ernment's attacks on the working masses, Manley was 
brought down "democratically" following a virtual 
economie blockade engineered by international fin- 
ancial institutions dominated by the United States. 


THE SANDINISTAS AND THE NEW JEWEL MOVEMENT 


The revolutions in Nicaragua and Grenada were 
political rather than social revolutions. They re- 
mained revolutions which did net transeend bour- 
geois democratic limits or transform the property 
relations in these countries. 


They were none the less genuine popular revo- 
lutions based on the workers and poor peasants and 
thus containing the fullest potential for social 
revolution, However, the Peoples Revolutionary 
Government of Grenada (PRG) and the Government of 
National Reconstruction of Nicaragua (GNR) openly 
declared their commitment to maintaining a capita- 


For Sandinistas 


list economy on achieving power. Both the Sandin- 
istas (FSLN) and the New Jewel Movement formed 
coalitions with sectors of the bourgeoisie, insti- 
tuting Popular Front governments. 


Of course, these governments are not Popular 
Fronts in the ‘classical’ French and Spanish form 
experienced and analysed by Trotsky in the 1930s; 
that is, they are rarely formal bloes between 
clearly defined reformist workers’ parties 
(Stalinist and/or Social Democratic) and parties of 
the bourgeoisie. This lack of open and clear poli- 
tical demarcation and party division corresponds 
to:- the fluidity and relative lack of definition 
of class divisions in an underveloped or backward 
Semi-colony; the ‘socialist’ rhetoric of petty- 
bourgeois nationalists and the chameleonism of the 
Stalinist currents within the guerrilla movements; 
and the absence of large bourgeois nationalist 
parties, given the weakness of the bourgeois and 
its ecmprador-like subordination to US imperialism. 

All this produces an amorphous movement 
containing stalinist or social democratic as well 
as petty bourgeois and bourgeois nationalist cur- 
revts or factions. This alliance has itself a pop- 


‘ular-frontist political character, and when it 


attains power it constitutes a Popular Front 
Government - albeit that the formal class indepen- 
dence of the proletariat is dissolved within it and 
the alliance with the bourgeoisie may be with only 
a "shadow" of it - that is, with an insignificant 


fraction or certain political representatives of 


the bourgeoisie. 
FROM DUAL POWER TO BONAPARTISM 


In both Grenada and Nicaragua the regimes of 
this type were inherently unstable. In the process 
of overthrowing their respective governments, the 
New Jewel Movement and the Sandinistas opened up a 
new period of dual power. Both revolutions frac- 
tured and disintegrated the armed state power on 
which bourgeois rule rested. On the one side stood 
the aroused movement of workers and peasants eager 
to throw off years of exploitation and oppression. 
On the other side stood the bourgeoisie backed by 
imperialism, deprived of direct control of its 
state - its repressive apparatus. Political power 
rested in the hands of the armed nationalist move- 
ments which had led the revolutions, the FSLN and 
the NJM. These were not 'parties' but rather coal- 
itions of various political groupings and tenden- 
cies. The FSLN encompassed proto-stalinists who 
identified with the Cuban and Vietnamese revolu- 
tions (the Proletarian Tendency and the Prolonged 
Peoples War Tendency) and a social democratic 
current around the Ortega brothers - the 
Tereeristas, which had close links to the anti— 
Somoza bourgeoisie and sections of the Catholic 
church. The NJM contained a similar political 
spectrum with an organised minority around Bernard 


Coard, the OREL grouping, which had close links to 
the stalinist Jamaican Workers Party. 


What united these coalitions on coming to 
power, and enabled them to strike a governmental 
alliance with sections of the bourgeoisie, was 
their commonly held perspective that the next stage 
of the revolution was NOT to be an anti-capitalist 
one. This perspective necessitated the preservation 
of a 'mixed economy' (that is, a capitalist econo- 
mi) and an alliance with the ‘anti-imperialist’ an 
'patriotie' sectors of the bourgeoisie. The leaders 
of these movements sought to develop their econo- 
mies by: promoting a state capitalist sector; see- 
king loans from European imperialism (as well as 
the 'non-aligned' countries); and by welcoming 
financial and technical aid from the Soviet Bloc 
countries. | 


The commitment to defend capitalism, relega- 
ting the struggle for socialism to the distant 
future, necessarily brought these regimes into 
eonflict with the immediate demands of the masses. 
The organs of popular mobilisation thrown up during 
the struggles against the US backed regimes, and 
whose existence created dual-power situations, had 
to be disciplined and controlled, to be turned into 
powerless organs of "popular power" which would 
serve aS organs mobilising support for the FSLN or 
NJM leaders. 


At the same time the bourgeoisie, with its 
indissoluble links with US and world imperialism, 
posed an ever present threat in its attempts to 
reassert direet control over its state. Above all 
the bourgeoisie demanded unfettered control over 
its factories and farms and a complete demobilis- 
ation of the workers and peasants. Terrified by the 
threat of the aroused masses, it sought by all 
means to achieve a compromise with US imperialism. 


It was the prolonged existence of this dual 
power situation (albeit in an attenuated form now 
in Nicaragua) which gave these regimes their 
specific left-Bonapartist character, balancing 
between the masses on the one hand and the bour- 
geoisie on the other. However, there should be no 
eonfusion as to the class character of these 
governments. Despite their socialist and populist 
colouring they were constructed as BOURGEOIS 
_governments, committed to defending capitalist 
property relations. 


UNITED STATES INTERVENTION 


The last period of Carter's term in office 
marked a decisive shift in the US ruling class 
strategy following the fall of the US's most trus- 
ted agent in the Middle East, the Shah of Iran. In 
Central America and the Caribbean this expressed 
itself in a determination to ‘roll back' the revo- 
lutions in Grenada and Niearagua, to destabilise 
the Manley government in Jamaica and crush the 
revolutionary movements in El Salvador and the rest 
of Central America. The Reagan Administration's 
tactics have followed a well worn path. It has 
applied economie sanctions and blockades through 
its domination of the international aid bodies, 
wita the aim of undermining popular support for 
these governments which it intends to overthrow. It 
has made full use of its internal allies - the 
landed oligarchy, the bourgeoisie and the church, 
to destabilise these regimes. It has financed and 
organised external ecounter-revolutionaries in eco- 
nomie sabotage and military interventions. It has 


promoted the organisation of regional military 

bloes (CONDECA, OECS) tied to the US military and 
designed for interventions against revolutionary 
movements. And finally, it has resorted to direct 
military intervention by US forees, in Grenada. 


EUROPEAN IMPERIALISM 


The current strategy of the Reagan adminis- 
tration has opened up a number of tactical differ- 
ences between the USA and the European imperialists 
which have traditional interests in Latin America. 
While the European imperialists also clearly rec- 
ognise the danger to their economic interests posed 
by the revolutionary situation in Central America, 
they also understand their opportunities. Michael — 
Manley in Jamaica, Maurice Bishop in Grenada and 
sections of the FSLN all looked to the "progressive 
sections" of the European bourgeoisie to aid them 
in their struggle with Washington. Thus their close 
links with the social democratic and Labour parties 
in Europe. Fearful of Reagan's policies producing a 
repetition of Cuba and driving these countries into 
the arms of the Soviet Union, the Europeans prefer 
to aim for a democratic counter revolution in these 
eountries, on the Portuguese model. They have 
encouraged regimes such as the PRG of Grenada when 
in power, and the GNR of Nicaragua to agree to 
"free elections", to steer clear of aid from the 
Soviet Bloe and to retain the mixed economy. In 
return they have offered aid and the use of their 


good offices to stay the hand of Washington. 


Despite the verbal differences that this has led to 
between the European and US bourgeoisie, the Euro- 


‘pean powers clearly recognise their SUBORDINATE 


position, both economically and militarily in these 
regions, As a result their promises of substantial 
aid have remained on paper and none of them has 
shown any willingness to seriously challenge 
Reagan's policies. As in the case of Grenada, they 
will continue to recognise the real relationship of 
forces in the region and, in the end, acquiesce to 
US strategy. 

The defeat of the Grenadian revolution, as 
previously with the ousting of Manley's party in 
Jamaica, showed the fatal weaknesses of social 
democratic and stalinist strategies in the imperi- 
alised world. The attempt to preserve the 'mixed 
economy', that is a capitalist-dominated economy, 
while seeking to promote a state capitalist sector 
through loans from European imperialism and the 
non-capitalist countries. has been proved bankrupt. 


The European imperialists have shown them- 
selves no more 'philantrophic' with aid than the 
US, while the Soviet Union has been less than oper 
handed. The result in Grenada before the invasion, 
and in Niearagua today - a growing economic crisis 
as social reforms have to be increasingly financed 
out of internal revenue or borrowing. The massive 
foreign debt repayments and economic blockading 
measures exacerbate these problems and ensure 
economic stagnation in the long term. 


THE DEFEAT IN GRENADA 


In Grenada, a tiny island chronically 

dependent on the world imperialist market, the 

PRG's utopian economic strategy rapidly ran into 
Severe problems, provoking a dramatic political 

crisis in the regime. The Popular Revolutionary 
Government of Grenada was formed as a Popular Front 
involving important sections of the island's capi- 

talist class alongside the NJM, which itself con- 
tained Social Demoeratie and Stalinist wings. This 


Bonapartist regime, which balanced between the 
bourgeoisie and the worker and peasant masses was 
by mid 1983 becoming increasingly isolated. Having 
failed to satisfy the crucial demands of the masses 
for land, for permanent employment or for control 
over the capitalists, the regime was severely 
weakened. Its organs of 'popular power’, Parish and 
Zonal Councils, developed on the Cuban model, gave 
the masses no control over the government or any 
real decision making power. These powerless con- 
Sultative bodies were increasingly boycotted by the 
masses. The NJM, which had never held a congress 
since the overthrow of Gairy, remained a tiny 
grouping of no more than three hundred members 
which was dependent for popular support on its 
populist figurehead, Maurice Bishop. The political 
disputes within the NJM between its two wings were 
fought out behind the backs of the masses and the 
party membership. The settling of these disputes 
via an army-led coup and the killing of Bishop and 
his supporters in the government provided the 
excuse for the US invasion and the guarantee of its 
success, The masses were politically demoralised, 
while the militia had been disarmed because of its 
'unreliability', 


REAGAN TARGETS NICARAGUA 


Having achieved 'success' in strangling the 
anti-imperialist movement in Grenada the Reagan 
government is proceeding apace to achieve the same 
objective in Nicaragua. The economic blockade has 
been tightened to the point where basic necessities 


are now in short supply. 'Contra' attacks and 
economic sabotage have been stepped up dramatic- 
ally, while internally the bourgeoisie maintains 

its sabotaging techniques and a boycott of invest- 
ment. A large US fleet hovers off the Nicaraguan 
coast, practising the invasion of Nicaragua with 

its newly reactivated CONDECA alliance (Honduras, 
Guatemala, E] Salvador). The Chureh has recently 
moved openly to the fore in the organisation of the 
counter-revolution inside Nicaragua. 





Ortega, Bishop and Manley: not wanted in Reagan’s “backyard”. 
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For the USA,.the task of overthrowing the GNR 
in Nicaragua grows ever more urgent. The collapse 
and demoralisation of the El Salvadorean army is 


developing apace. The desperation of the El Salva- 


dorean ruling class is expressed in its stepping up 
of indiscriminate terror through its 'death 
squads'. Washington must quickly strike a decisive 
blow at Nicaragua if it is to stem the tide of 
revolt in Central America. 


The GNR of Nicaragua remains caught in the 
contradictions of its long term policy of coexis- 
tence with Nicaraguan capital. Like its overthrown 
counterpart in Grenada the GNR was. a Popular Front 
alliance between the FSLN coalition and the bour- 
geoisie. After four years of pressure and subver- 
sion by US imperialism, the vast majority of the 
bourgeoisie has defected to the camp of the coun- 
ter-revolution. The FSLN is left preserving the 
Popular Front with the 'phantom' of the bourgeoi- 
Sie, but nevertheless remains committed to its part 
of the 'bargain'; namely, to preserve the private 
sector and to try to reach a compromise with US 
imperialism. 

This policy will lead to disaster for the masses. 
The bourgeoisie is enabled to continue its economic 
Sabotage; payments on the debts to imperialism:now 
run at 45% of Nicaragua's export income. The res- 
ultant economic crisis provides fertile ground for 
the arguments of the counter-revolution within the 
masses, 


The Bonapartist nature of the FSLN regime 
results in a complete lack of workers democracy in 
Nicaragua. As was the case in Grenada, the masses 
have no organs through which they ean exert di*ect 
control over government or the economy, The 135 
municipal juntas, as well as the Council of State 
are appointed, not elected. In the CST (Sandinista 
Trade Union Organisation) appointment from above is 
the norm, as it is in the other 'mass organisa- 
tions'. The CDSs, the AREs (Economic Reactivation 
Assemblies), the ecabildos abiertos (discussion 
meetings) ete. have no real executive power but are 
classic organs of plebiscitary democracy where the 
masses are asked to contribute their opinions to 
decisions taken from above. The parish and zonal 
councils in Grenada were bodies of a similar 
character. 


The debate going on within the FSLN on how to 
respond to the present crisis takes place not 
within the 'mass organisations' or organs of 
‘popular power’ but within a tiny circle of 'com- 
radententes of the revolution’ and ministers of the 
government. The offensive of US imperialism has 
posed point blank the utopian nature of the prog- 
ramme of the GNR. To continue their present course 
invites growing economic disintegration, a "Contra" 
invasion backed by the CONDECA and US forces, 
leading to the establishment of a 'ptovisional 
government’ and the start of a civil war internally 
as the bourgeoisie and the Church mobilise for. the 
counter-revolution. 


ALTERNATIVES FOR THE FSLN 


Two options are posed to the PSLN ionders as a 
means of eseaping this ever-worsening crisis, 
Firstly, they can compromise witi: imperialism. In 
practice, little short of outright capitulation and 


‘the imposition of a regime that is totally subser- 


vient to the US ruling class will satisfy the 





Reagan Administration. 


For sections of the FSLN the option of - 
breaking completely from the world imperialist 
system is undoubtedly preferable. The bureaucratic 
overturn earried out by Castro in the face of 
intolerable imperialist pressure, would be the 
model to be emulated. Such a course of action 
depends heavily on the willingness of the Soviet 
Bloe to underwrite such a regime both politically 
and economically. All the evidence suggests that 
neither the Soviet Union nor Cuba is willing to 
encourage such a course. Cuba has consistently 
encouraged a ‘cautious approach' both in Nicaragua 
and with the Bishop regime in Grenada; advocating 
the 'mixed economy' and the maintenance of links 
with imperialism for aid and trade. Castro's sup- 
port for Bishop and his condemnation of the 
Austin-Coard coup reflected this policy. His open 
admission that Cuban military assistance would not 
be forthcoming to Nicaragua if it faced US inva- 
sion, was a further reminder to the FSLN to seek a 
compromise rather than a confrontation with US 
imperialism. 


However, whilst the ruling bureaucracies of 
the Stalinist states seek to avoid confrontation 
with imperialism by systematically restricting 
struggles for national liberation within bourgeois 
limits, their wishes are not an all-powerful his- 
torical law. It takes two to make such a bargain. 
If imperialism remorselessly seeks the destruction 
of stalinist-led or stalinist-influenced forces, 
the latter may, having first assured the atomising 
and the subordination to itself of the proletarian 
vanguard, take steps to expropriate the bourgeoi- 
sie. The more such a party or forces are materially 
dependent on, or ideologically subservient to 
Moseow (or Havana) the less likely are they to take 
this leap. 


Just as the Castroites moved forward to 
ensure their own survival, against the wishes of 
both Moscow and the Cuban stalinists, so sections 
of the FSLN COULD attempt to present the USSR and 
Cuba with a fait accompli. To let such a regime go 
down to a counter-revolutionary intervention would 
be a dramatic blow to the Soviet Bloc's influence 
amongst the anti-imperialist movements and thus 
weaken its own position vis a vis US imperialism. 


It is clear from the present course of the GNR 
of Nicaragua that at the moment those in favour of 
the first option dominate within the FSLN and the 
Government. While having few illusions of being 
able to stay the hand of the dominant hardline 
faction of the US ruling class, the GNR has taken a 
series of measures designed to appease European 
imperialism and, they hope, even sections of the US 
ruling class aligned behind the Democratic Party. 


The FSLN leadership places great hopes in a 
Jemocratie victory in the US elections. It believes 
that this would be less dangerous for Nicaragua 
than the present Reagan Administration, 
demonstrating again that the present strateg{ of 
the FSLN provides no alternative but the illusory 
hope of peaceful coexistence with imperialism. The 
measures they have taken include the removal of El 
Salvadorean guerilla headquarters from Managua, the 
sealing down of the numbers of Cuban advisors in 
the country, an amnesty for almost all those who 
have take up arms against the Nicaraguan 
government, together"with a promise to return all 
farms seized in response to counter-revolutionary 


activity or else to give compensation; and the 
lifting of censorship on the right wing newspaper 
La Prensa. Most importantly these measures included 
the decision to hold elections to a Constituent 
Assembly in November 1984 and the lifting of 
restrictions on opposition parties' activities 
introduced under the 1982 State of Emergency. 


THE CONSTITUENT ASSEMBLY 


As long as the major democratic tasks remain 
unfulfilled within Nicaragua and as long as 
Nicaragua remains a capitalist state, the slogan of 
a revolutionary Constituent Assembly remains 
applicable. In Nicaragua the left-bonapartist GNR 
regime has denied the masses this democratic right, 
counterposing to it their bureaucratically 
dominated and powerless organs of 'Popular Power'. 


In 1979 we raised the demand for elections to 
ea Constituent Assembly following the fall of 
Somoza, not in counterposition to the fight for 
Worker and Peasant councils, Soviets, the building 
of which remains the fundamental and strategic task 
of revolutionaries, but as part of the struggle to 
overcome the democratic illusions of the masses. In 
contrast, the United Secretariat of the Fourth 
International (USFI - in Ireland PD), who 
previously denounced this demand as playing into 
the hands of the "bourgeois democratic counter 
revolution", now dance to the tune of the latest 
twist of the FSLN leadership in endorsing 'free 
elections' uncritically. Unlike the USFI we place 
no reliance on would-be Bonapartes to safeguard the 
democratic rights of the masses, a position which 
leaves the workers and peasants to be mobilised by 
the bourgeoisie posing as the 'real' defender of 
democratic rights. 


But neither do we fall in behind the method by 


whieh the bourgeoisie wishes to convene, and 


thereby dominate, such an assembly. Communists 
support the convening of a Constituent Assembly 
through methods which allow the greatest degree of 
self-organisation of the masses. They fight for the 
most democratic franchise possible, for the secret 
ballot, for votes at 16 years, proportional 
representation, no financial restrictions on 
candidates, annual elections. They place at the 
centre of the campaign for a Constituent Assembly 
the revolutionary tasks necessary for the 

liberation of the masses from the yoke of 
imperialism. 

- For an agrarian revolution, based on peasant 
committees, which breaks the power of the oligarchy 
and big farmers - "land to the tiller". _—_ 
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Processing Gold ore, Siuna mine, Nicaragua 








- For the cancellation of the debts owed to the 
imperialist powers through their banks and 
agencies, 

- For the nationalisation of the banks without 
compensation under workers control. , 

- Open the books of the capitalists to workers' 
inspection, establish workers' control of 
production and distribution. 


The fight for these demands, of course, is not left 
to the ballot box but is primarily directed to the 
struggle for workers' and peasants' councils to 
achieve these demands. In this way democratic and 
transitional slogans are used to mobilise the 
masses for power. 

PERMANENT REVOLUTION 


For revolutionaries this is the only 

perspective which offers a serious possibility for 
defending and extending the gains of the Nicaraguan 
revolution - the perspective of Permanent revolu- 
tion. The present course of the FSLN leadership 
threatens disaster for the workers and peasants of 
Nicaragua. The response of US imperialism to the 
latest FSLN proposals has been predictable - it is 
stepping up its eounter- revolutionary offensive. 


We reject the utopian notion that an alliance 
ean be made with "patriotic sections" of capital 
against imperialism. In Nicaragua the defence of 
the revolution means above all breaking the econo- 
mie and political power of the bourgeoisie. It 
means expropriating the saboteurs and establishing 
full workers' control over production. It means 
establishing democratie control in the militia and 
army - the election of officers and commanders. It 
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Labour Party 


IWG has given critical support to the Reagan 
Reception Campaign, and has participated critically 
m the Campaign Against Reagan's Foreign Policy in 
Galway where the RRC does not exist. The latter 
mpaign based on CND and Church-based Latin 
4merica and Phillipines solidarity groups, with the 
assistance of stalinists from the CP and Workers 
Party who conceal their own political programme for 
middle-class respectability, refused to allow open 
political participation of the far-left groups 
around which the centrist SWM then convened the 
Reagan Reception Campaign. (SWM's refusal to invite 
the IWG was a sectarian act that we have not 


Chairman Michael D.Higgins on SWM platform to launch the Reagan Reception Campaign, 


means transforming or replacing the powerless 
organs of bonapartist "peoples power" with genuine 
organs of proletarian democracy - workers’ and 
peasants’ councils. It means establishing a real 
Workers and Peasants Government, in place of the 
popular front Government of National Reconstruc- 
tion. Above all, the defence and extension of the 
Nicaraguan revolution means full military and 
economic aid to the FMLN insurgents and other 
anti-imperialist movements in Central America as 
part of the fight for a Socialist Federation of 
Central America. 

The present offensive by US imperialism in 
Central America and the Caribbean ealls for the 
utmost organisation of solidarity with movements 
struggling against imperialism. Extending and 
organising solidarity actions in no way means 
extending uncritical political support to these 
movements. In the imperialist heartlands the labour 
movements must be mobilised to block and disrupt 
any actions by their own governments aimed at 
facilitating the overthrow of the GNR or the 
Suppression of the FMLN. 


* All US and East Caribbean Troops out of Grenada! 


* Immediate and untrammelled self-determination for 
the Grenadian People! 

* Defend Nicaragua and Cuba against imperialist 
aggression! 

* For workers power in Grenada and Nicaragua! 


* Victory to the FMLN against imperialism and its 
stooges in El Salvador. 


* Forward to a Socialist Federation of Central 
America. 
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allowed stand in the wavy of eritical support for 

the RRC.) The RRC launch meeting, pictured above, 
was organised by SWM on a basis that tried to evade 
a clear commitment to a militant and working-class 
oriented socialist campaign. In the face of open 
challenges to that kind of orientation at the 
meeting of 300 that launched it, no vote was taken 
and no committee elected or approved. The Dubli: 
action groups were seriously crippled as a result. 

A full statement of IWG's position on the vital 
need for joint action against Reagan's visit com- 
bined with freedom of propaganda for those taking 
part, was issued to campaign activists. Copies 
available - send a stamped addressed envelope. 











The dispatch of a large naval task force by 
British imperialism to the South Atlantic for war 
with Argentina in 1982, the US and French full— 
seale naval and military involvement in the Middle 
East, the manoeuvres in Honduras, and the US inva- 
sion of Grenada, all indicate that the period of 
enforced reticence which followed the US defeat in 
Vietnam has definitively ended. The failure of the 
Geneva talks, the dramatic expansion of the mili- 
tary budgets of the principal imperialist powers 
and the renewal of cold war propaganda - unmatched 
in its asperity since the Cuban missile crisis - 
clearly indicate a turn by the leading circles of 
the Anglo-American bourgeoisies in particular tow- 
ards a policy of direct attacks on anti-imperialist 
struggles, and of nuclear threats and blackmail 
aimed at the Soviet bureaucracy and its closest 
allies. The depth of the world capitalist crisis, 
especially the social effects of a mass unemploy- 
ment not seen sinee the thirties, create all the 
internal conditions for bellicose adventures. These 
adventures have as part of their rationale the 
justification of arms expenditure and the imposi- 
tion of sacrifices on the working class. External 
and internal factors create increasingly sharp 
international crises and war seares. In response to 
this the radical petty bourgeoisie and the organ- 
ised labour movement have become, once again, 


deeply alarmed. Peace movements have grown to mass 


proportions in the USA, Germany and Britain. The 
pacifist slogans of disarmament have once again 
become widespread. 


COMMUNISM ON WAR 


The predominance within the international 
workers movement of social democracy and of stali- 
nism results in the promotion. of popular front type 
eross-eclass peace movements. The predominance 
within the oppositional elements in the workers' 
movement of centrist formations results in the 
blunting of the edge of marxist criticism with 
regard to these movements. It is therefore neces- 
sary to restate the classie criticisms of Lenin and 
Trotsky, to defend the revolutionary communist 
position on war and to apply it creatively to 
changes in world politics and the military situa- 
tions which have occurred sinee the second world 
war. 


THE ROOTS OF WAR TODAY 
1. BETWEEN IMPERIALIST POWERS 
Two major tendencies propel mankind towards 


war in the imperialist epoch. Firstly there are the 
eonflicts between the major imperialist powers as 
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THE THREAT OF WAR 


fight militarism | 
defend the workers states ! 





they divide and subsequently redivide the globe in 
their search for super-profits. The first phase of 
the imperialist epoch, from the late 1890s onwards 
saw a series of clashes between the major powers 
which inereased in severity and frequency culmina- 
ting in the first general imperialist war. It was 
fought by Germany to secure a redivision of the 
eolonial and semi-colonial world in its favour. It 
was fought by Britain and France to preserve their 
huge colonial empires. It was entered by Italy and 
the United States to seize a portion of the spoils 
either from the defeated powers or from the exhau- 
sted victors. The imposition of the robbers' peace 
of Versailles made inevitable a second round of the 
conflict between the older imperialisms and dynamic 
German capitalism - inevitable, that is, given the 
failure of the German proletariat to seize power in 
1918-19, in 1923 and during the world crisis of 
1929-33. 


The second imperialist war again broke Ger- 
many's (and its Italian and Japanese allies') att- 
empt to seize the colonies and spheres of influence 
of Britain and Franee. Yet, so near to destruction 
did the old powers come, so desparate was their 
situation, that they were obliged to make conces- 
sions to their American saviours during and after 
the war. Effectively the winner of the war in terms 
of the re-division of the world was US 
imperialism which gained hegemony in the former 
British and French spheres of influence and achie- 
ved the dismantling of their colonial empires. The 
result was an unparalleled world hegemony, unchal- 
lenged by any serious imperialist rivals, through- 
out the post-war period. It was based upon a semi- 
-colonial system of North American client regimes 
backed by the US international monopolies, by US 
dominated economic and financial institutions and 
underpinned by US military forces around the globe. 


2. IMPERIALIST WAR AGAINST THE OPPRESSED 


Secondly there are the armed conflicts between 
imperialism and.the struggles of the oppressed and 
exploited. Ever since the Russian Revolution of 
1917 imperialism's military arsenals have been 
strengthened to resist all challenges to its system 
from proletarian revolution and national liberation 
struggles. Imperialism failed to overthrow his- 
tory's first workers' state because of the heroism 
of the Russian working class and the solidarity of 
the international proletariat. Instead, it organ- 
ised the military encirclement of the USSR prepar- 
atory to a renewed military offensive to open the 
USSR to imperialist exploitation. In 1941 German 
imperialism attacked the USSR in a bid to 
reintroduce capitalism in the USSR. 


The second world war, therefore, was BOTH a 
conflict among imperialisms and a war between imp- 
erialism and the only established workers' state. 
The unresolved struggle for hegemony between the 
imperialist powers meant that Anglo-American 
imperialism was prepared to ally with the workers' 
state in order to prevent the victory of their 
major imperialist rivals, Germany and Japan, Viol- 
ent divisions among the imperialists, and the: con- 
solidated military and economic strength of the 
USSR, made it impossible for Anglo-American imper- 
ialism to launch a war to re-establish capitalism 
in the USSR. 


Onee Germany and Japan were defeated, however, 


hegemonic US imperialism was able to construct a 
unified imperialist offensive against the USSR in 
general, and the concessions made to it at Yalta 
and Potsdam in particular. This was the origin of 
the cold war that followed the second imperialist 
war. With Japan and Germany defeated and economi- 
eally devastated, and British imperialism in dec- 
line, the US was able to ensure the creation of a 
unified imperialist camp against the USSR and the 
new dgeenerate workers’ states. While differences 
of interests clearly existed between the imperial- 
ist powers, they were subordinated by the 
unchallengeable hegemony of US imperialism. 


US hegemony could not, however, last for ever. 
It faced the challenge of anti-imperialist strug- 
gles and proletarian revolution. World War One 
showed vividly that capitalism had ceased to play a 
historically progressive role and had entered the 
epoch of its decay - the epoch of wars and revolu- 
tion. The decay of capitalism and the decline of 
imperialism has accelerated since the Second World 
War. This is evidenced by the creation of new wor- 
kers' states, albeit degenerate from birth, in East 
Europe, China, Indo-China and Cuba, and by subse- 
quent defeats suffered by imperialism at the hands 
of national liberation struggles, for example in 
Angola, Mozambique, Iran and Nicaragua. US imperi- 
alism was unable to withstand these victories 
against it. From the late 1960s to the late 1970s 
it suffered a series of major defeats, and the 
tactics designed to reverse this process - detente, 
the human rights campaign, ete. - all failed to 
hold the line for US imperialism. The hegemonic 
imperialism of the post-war period has itself now 
suffered a series of major defeats and successful 
challenges to its world supremacy. 
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Nixon pushes K ruschev, his luck and Cabot Lodge's words: “I say to you, representative of the Soviet Union, 
stay out of this hemisphere and don't try to start your plans and your conspiracies ovee here”’. 


DECLINE OF THE UNITED STATES 


US imperialism's decline is also evident in 
economic terms. Its economy has suffered compara- 
tive decline at the expense of other ae 
imperialist powers, most importantly the BRD (West 
Germany) and Japan. Defeat at the hands of national 
liberation struggles together with US imperialism's 
economic decline has made it increasingly difficult 
for US imperialism to maintain a unified imperia- 
list bloe under its hegemony. Not only were the 
defeated imperialisms bearing an insignificant part 
of the burden of imperialism's military expendi- 
ture, they were even able to assert their own rel- 
ative autonomy from US imperialism in relation to 
the Soviet bureaucracy (i.e. the Ostpolitik of the 
BRD), and the semi-colonial world. Reagan's failure 
to delay the oil pipeline from the USSR, and inde- 
pendent ‘European’ initiatives on Nicaragua and the 
middle East all show that US imperialism in decline 
has beeome ever less able to dictate the policies 
of its imperialist rivals. 


At present the undoubted and deepening dif- 
ferences between the US and the principal European 
powers remain subordinate to their continued, in 
the last analysis united, military stance against 
the USSR. Even their differences over the tactics 
to adopt towards the anti-imperialist struggles or 
towards trade relations with the degenerate wor- 
kers' states have not, as yet, led to splits. Thus 
in the next period it is not inter-imperialist 
Splits that pose the principal danger of starting 
an imperialist war but revanchist attempts to 
overthrow the results of successful anti-imper- 
ialist struggles, to redress the balance tipped by 
them towards the USSR or other degenerate workers' 
states. However, US imperialism's declining econo- 
mie and political fortunes lead, necessarily, to a 
Sharpening of tactical divisions between imperial- 
ists, and the inability of US imperialism to dic- 
tate the victory of its tactical line. Over a pro- 
tracted period it makes increasingly probable a 
division within the imperialist camp in a pre-war 
situation. 


THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION 


Reaganism marks a bid by the US bourgeoisie to 
claw back the defeats it has suffered at the hands 
of the oppressed and exploited. It does so at a 
time when its imperialist rivals have succeeded in 


asserting a decree of materially- 
based political independence from the 
US, and after the USSR in the mid- 
1970s was able to strenrthen its 
economie base, its military arsenals 
and its military aid to kev regimes, 
at the expense of imperialism. 
Reagan's war drive has to be 
understood avainst a backeround of US 
defeat and decline. This is in no wav 
a cause for complaceney or ridicule. 


Reavan is not a crazed ex-actor, as 
elever Labour and social democratic 
politicians would have us believe. he 
is the voice of US imperialism in 
decline seekine to use its remaining 
military and economic pre-eminence to 
reverse that decline. The decline is 
inevitable, henee the very real and 
immediate threat of world war that is 
posed by imperialism. Only bv 








a war against the oppressed and exploited (and 
necessarily with the USSR to the extent that it 
aids them) can Reagan hope to reverse US imperial- 
ism's decline at the hands of the exploited and 
oppressed of the semi-colonial world and the prol- 
etariat, AND America's own imperialist rivals. That 
is why Reagan is locked on a war course in the 
semi-eolonial world (Grenada and Nicaragua), a 
rearmament drive to cow or decimate the Soviet 
bureaucracy into submission and an attempt to re— 
unify the imperialist powers under US hegemony by 
deliberately sharpening the conflict between the US 
and the USSR. Of course tactical divisions within 
the US bourgeoisie, reflected in changes of admin- 
istration, could slow down, or even partially 

offset the drive towards war. However, they cannot 
decisively halt it. The logie of imperialism is 
towards war and temporary shifts in bourgeois 
policy will always be superseded by tnis logic. 


THE IMPERIALIST BOMB 


The accelerating nuclear arms dirve of the US 
ean only be understood in this context. The US 
pioneered the production and deployment of atomic 
weapons as a means of asserting its already achie- 
ved hegemony over its imperalist rivals, and as a 
threat to the USSR. Whilst nuclear weapons were 
developed as a means of destruction on a general- 
ised seale that had only been achieved in excep- 
tional instances in previous wars by conventional 
means (Dresden bombing, bombing in Vietnam and 
Kampuchea), this does not and cannot alter the 
causes of war or the means whereby it ean be erad- 
icated. Whilst the scale of destruction in nuclear 
war is indeed potentially QUALITATIVELY different 
(threatening either the extinction of humanity or 
the reversion of the survivors to the most prmitive 
stages of social life), its roots remain imperia- 
list elass society and the solution remains the 
overthrow of the bourgeoisie by the proletariat. 


THE SOVIET BOMB 


The bomb was dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki 
in order to prevent the USSR playing any role in 
the construction of a post-war order in the Paci- 
fie. That it was not later used in Korea, Cuba, 
Vietnam and Kampuchea, was the direct result of the 
Soviet bomb, which has to date prevented US imper- 
ialism from waging counter-revolutionary wars. If 
it did it would face the potential threat of soviet 
nuelear backing for anti-imperialist forees and for 
degenerate workers’ states. 


The imperialists’ bomb has a character defined 
not by its technology but by the system of produc- 
tion it serves. This is also the case for the wea- 
pon systems of the Soviet bureaucracy. The Soviet 
arsenal serves to defend a system of property rel- 
ations that does not depend on the export of capi- 
tal and the repatriation of super-profits. But like 
the bureaucracy and its state, it has a contradic- 
tory political character. It is not only a neces- 
sary instrument of self-defence but it is also a 
tool for strengthening the bureaucracy's position 
in bargaining with imperialism. The USSR uses its 
weaponry to achieve 'peaceful co-existence’ with 
imperialism. To this extent it is prepared to arm 
and defend anti-imperialist struggles and 
degenerate workers’ states. 
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UNCONDITIONAL DEFENCE OF USSR 


We consider it necessary to maintain, and 
therefore defend, the existence of nuclear arsenals 
in the degenerate workers' states and, of course, 
in future healthy workers' states. In armed con- 
fliets between imperialism and the USSR we place no 
conditions on our defence of the USSR. We defend 
the USSR against imperialism whether or not the 
political revolution has. takén place, or whether 
the forees exist to openly wage political revolu- 
tionary struggle. We do so while at all times mak- 
ing it clear that our programme is a programme for 
proletarian political revolution against the bur- 
eaucracy and at all times developing tactics to 
deploy the forces mobilised to defeat imperialism 
to destroy also the privileges and political power 
of the stalinist bureaucracy. 

FALSE ANSWERS 
It follows therefore that we completely reject: 

A. The theories of E.P.Thompson and others who see 

nuclear weapons systems and their controllers as 
having an autonomous form and dominance within 
the productive system of the society within which 
they are established. We completely reject the 
claim that the dictatorship of the military— 
industrial complex has replaced the dictatorship 
of the bourgeoisie in the imperialist countries, 
or the political dictatorship of the bureaucratic 
easte in the degenerate workers' states. The 
military in the imperialist countries remains the 
armed wing of the bourgeoisie and possesses the 
technology that the bourgeoisie sees fit to use 
to defend its system. 


B. Feminist explanations of the arms race that see 
it as an expression of male dominance and male 
values, 

It also follows that we necessarily reject the 

slogans and tactics that flow from these positions. 


_THE SLOGAN OF DISARMAMENT 

‘There will be no 'peace' until the class struggle 
has eliminated the roots of war. That can only take 
place as a result of the successful armed struggle 
of the exploited and oppressed against capitalism. 
We are for the disarming of the bourgeoisie by the 
proletariat. That is the only road to peace. 


THE SLOGAN OF NEUTRATLITY 

We are not neutral in the struggles between the 
semi-ecolonies and imperialism. Neither are we 
neutral in conflicts between imperialism and the 
USSR. Similarly, we reject as utopian, and there- 
fore reactionary, the slogan of ‘peaceful co-exis- 
tence' between imperialism and the degenerate 
workers' states. 


UNILATERAL NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT (UND). 


UND cannot be our slogan. As a recipe for avoiding 
war it is no less fraudulent than other disarmament 
slogans. The non-possession of nuclear arms will 
not exempt any country from involvement in an 
imperialist war - nuclear or eonventional - any 
more than Belgium's neutrality exempted it in two 
world wars. The military-strategic needs of the 
major combatants will prove decisive. 


Renunciation of nuclear weapons will not set a 
moral example leading to a universal renunciation. 
Were this to be done by a non-imperialist or non— 
capitalist power it would immediately open it to 





blackmail if not attack by imperialist powers. Even 
were all the states to renounce nuclear weapons and 
dismantle them, as soon as a general conventional 
war began, they would quickly re-develop or re— 
assemble their nuclear weapons. By centering exc- 
lusively on nuclear weapons and their use the call 


for UND diverts attention from the possibility of 
‘imperialist war commencing as a conventional war. 
Further, it invests the weapons rather than the 
imperialist bourgeoisie with the responsibility for 
war and the warsthreat It identifies the wrong 
enemy and therefore prescribes the wrong methods 
for fighting it. 


It is a reactionary utopia to spread the 
illusion that it is possible to peacefully disarm 
the imperialist bourgeoisie of its nuclear weapons 
and thus save humanity from destruction. Only the 
disarmament of the bourgeoisie by means of its 
revolutionary overthrow can achieve this. 


Only by seizing state power in the imperialist 
countries can the bourgeoisie be disarmed and the 
threat of nuclear annihilation be lifted. This task 
ean only be carried out by the popular masses led 
by the proletariat and its revolutionary vanguard. 
The threat of nuclear holocaust should indeed give 
an urgency hitherto unexampled, to the struggle 
against war. But for us this is all the more reason 
for stressing that this fight must be based on 
proletarian anti-militarism, on the class struggle, 
rather than on despairing petit-bourgeois pacifism. 


AGAINST US MISSILES IN EUROPE! 


However, while UND is not our slogan we ean, 


and do, give critical support to the struggles and 
demands of its supporters to the extent that these 
hit at imperialism. Thus we support Social Demo- 
erats and Stalinists voting in parliament against 
the stationing of US missiles in Europe. In Britain 
we demand of the opposition Labour Party that it 
votes in line with its conference policy against 
all funds for Britain's 'independent deterrent'. We 
demand there that any future Labour government 
honours its pledge to dismantle these weapons. We 


further demand that governments of the Socialist 
and Stalinist parties, or future governments of the 
Social Democratic parties or British Labour Party, 
withdraw from the counter-revolutionary NATO alli- 
ance and all other such alliances. We seek united 
action with all willing to espouse and fight for 
these demands in order to enforce them. But we 
perticipate under our own slogans, making them 
elear at all times. 


Whilst the bourgeoisie still has the state 
power, and this remains the case under any 'normal' 
perliamentary Social Democratic government, we 
raise the demands: 


=* Not a penny, not a soldier for the bourgeois 
government! 


"™* Sot an armaments programme but a programme of 
aweful public works under workers' control! 


** Workers' control of the war industries - 
imeluding those that are nationalised! 


CROSS-CLASS PACIFIST ALLIANCES 


The CND and the European peace movements are 
ostensibly non-elass mass-membership campaigns. In 
reality they are cross-class alliances between 
petit-bourgeois pacifists, the liberal lower 
clergy, the social pacifist leaders of the Social 
Democrats and Stalinists. The latter bring into the 
peace movements a conscious popular-frontist 
ideology. 


FRANCE 


The French Communist Party (PCF) provides a 
clear example of such popular frontism. Over the 
last two years it has encouraged the Mouvement de 
la Paix (Peace Movement), in which it is the 
dominant political force, to organise two big 
demonstrations under the literally all-embracing 
Slogan of "I love Peace". Such vague, catch-all 
Slogans are in part due to the lack of a 
"spontaneous" French peace movement (in turn 
largely due to the fact that none of the new 
European missiles were to be installed in France): 
partly due to the PCF's fear of stimulating 
criticism of French nuclear arms (which the PCE 
supports); and partly to make it easier to 
construct a cross-class alliance. 


These demonstrations have attracted currents 
ranging from radieal petit-bourgeois to Admire! 
Sanguinetti and "left" Gaullists, relying on the 
mobilising capacity of stalinist youth, 


.petit-bourgeois ecologists, "left" christian 


movements and sections of the extreme left. They 
have been used by the PCF as a stage army, brought 
out to put pressure on Mitterand's pro-Atlantic 
Socialist-Party-dominated government. 


France also illustrates the bankruptcy of the 
political content of such popular-frontism. The 
Moscow bureaucracy's strategy of "peaceful 
coexistence" with imperialism, based on the 
reactionary theory of "socialism in one country”, 
leads it to strike alliances with certain 
imperialist powers, The French bourgeoisie‘ has 
traditionally been singled out as a privileged 
partner, facilitated by the historic anti-American 
tendencies of its Gaullist wing. This encouraged 
the USSR bureaucracy and the PCF to support the 
Setting up of a French nuclear "force de frappe" 
that would supposedly be independent from NATO, 
ignoring France's continued membership of the 
Atlantic Alliance and the fact that its missiles 
cannot be operated without NATO's guidance system. 
Such a policy is utopian and is in no way a means 


of defending the USSR. 


Equally utopian and suicidal is the idea, 
disseminated by the PCF and social-democracy, that 
the army is impartial - "the Republic in arms", The 
1973 Chilean coup d'etat proved yet again that the 
bourgeois armies are not impartial, disinterested 
by-standers and that they cannot be reformed. 


Popular-frontism, and the Stalinist and 
social-democratie forces which support it, 
politically disarm French workers. 








TACTICS TOWARDS PACIFIST CAMPAIGNS 


The peace. movements have no ‘objectively 
anti-eapitalist dynamic' as Ernest Mandel of the 
USFI would have us believe. 


We recognise with Trotsky that: 
"it is neeessary to differentiate strictly 
between the pacifism of the diplomat, professor, 
journalist and the pacifism of the carpenter, 
agricultural workers and char-woman, In one case 
pacifism is a sereen for imperialism, in the 
other it is the confused expression of distrust 
in imperialism. When the small farmer or worker 
speaks about the defence of the fatherland, he 
means defence of his home, his family and other 
similar families from invasions, bombs and 
poisonous gas." 


We draw from this the need to intervene in 
the peace movements' activities and meetings, such 
as those of the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament 
(CND) in Britain and Ireland, wherever significant 
forees exist that can and must be won to a 
proletarian anti-militarist policy. 


We attempt to mobilise the best elements to 
fight imperialism's particular wars - Malvinas and 
Grenada - so as to win them from the deathly 
embrace of those who only protest against war in 
general. 


We reject the chauvinist lies of Tony Benn and 
E.P.Thompson in Britain, and of their counterparts 
throughout Europe, that the siting of nuclear arms 
on the West European mainland and in Britain is a 
symptom of the loss of national sovereignty and an 
indication of loss of national oppression at the 
hands of the US. The British bourgeoisie, for 
example, is entirely a sovereign - albeit declining 
- imperialist bourgeoisie. However, faced with the 
legitimate distrust that workers have of imperial- 
ism's seeret pacts and arrangements for nuclear 
weapons, we demand not the dual key - not British 
or German imperialism's hand on the trigger - but 
the abolition of all secret diplomacy, that all 
treaties between the imperialists be made access- 
ible to the workers, AND that the Labour Party, the 
SPD ete. guarantee to do so if they are returned to 
goverment, 


Against pacifism, we fight for military 
training for all, under workers' control, for the 
abolition of the standing army and its replacement 
by a workers’ militia. We fight for a series of 
neasures which aim at the breaking up of tie bour- 
geois army and the winning of rank and ile eons - 
eripted workers in uniform to the side of the 
working class. 


However, the majority of the proletariat is 
not involved in and will not be won to direct 
involvement in CND or in pacifist organisations of 
this ilk. Therefore CND and other similar European 
movements cannot be the central arena for anti— 
militarist war activity. The organs of the labour 
movement, the unions, the Labour, Socialist, Social 
Demoeratie and 'Communist' parties etc., the orga- 
nisations of women, youth, the unemployed, the 
black organisations, immigrant organisations, 
soldiers' committees, remain our prime focus and 
here we fight for our revolutionary tactics, not 
for a strategie orientation or political subordin- 
ation to the peace movements, It is in this light 
in Britain and Ireland, for example, we oppose 
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labour movement bodies affiliating to CND, coun- 
terposing to this a working class anti-war 
movement. 


The peace movements have inevitably failed to 
prevent the siting of Cruise and Pershing. This was 
a consequence of their bankrupt politics. That fact 
will tend to sharpen the contradictions within the 
coming period. 


BRITAIN 


In Britain, the CND leadership has already 
turned its attention towards a campaign for a 
'freeze’. The continuing threat of war will mean 
that CND will not disappear as a consequence of the 
siting of the new missiles. Demonstrations, peace 
conferences and petitions will continue. The CND 
leadership - along with Labour leader Kinnock and 
Co. - is in headlong flight from unilateralism. 


The purge of Youth CND in Britain flows from 
this. The CND leaders were prepared to destroy YCND 
DE FACTO rather than allow it to become a potential 
sbstaele to its plans. The centrist leaders of YCND 
who accomodated all along to the ‘objectively 
anti-imperialist logic' of CND and refused to 
politically organise to explain or defend their 
'revolutionary victories' were incapable of 
resisting this. 


The tactic of Non-Violent Direct Action (NVDA) 
threatens to squander the energies of an entire 
generation of youth. As expressed by the Greenham 
Common women, it gives rise to an extremely passive 
'Ghandi-istic’ protest that can appeal to sections 
of youth who want more action than CND's rallies 
and conferences ean offer. As*the contradictions 
involved in NVDA become clearer - not least at the 
hands of the Violent Direct Action of the state - 
confrontation will strengthen the petit-bourgeois 
moralists, opening the movement increasingly to 
christian and other mystical influences. 


On the other hand, sections of youth will 
experience a militant disenchantment with the NVDA 
tactic. This will take the form not only of a 
return to the safer pastures of traditional par- 
liamentary reformism, but also a search for mean- 
ingful action to stop war. With the best youth who 
turn to action, we must be ready to struggle for a 
proletarian anti-militarist youth movement mobili- 
sed to oppose all imperialism's wars and war pre- 
parations. Failure to do so will see the majority 
of the best youth demoralised by the pacifists and 
eould see a minority drawn towards terroristic 
actions. 


NUCLEAR DEFENCE OF THE WORKERS' STATES 


We recognise the legitimate right, indeed’ 
necessity, for any workers' state, degenerate or 
not, to possess nuclear weapons for self-defence 
against imperialism. We place no condition on our 
defence of these workers’ states or their right to 
possess nuclear weapons. 


However, the Soviet bureaucracy represents a 
counter-revolutionary force standing against the 
world social revolution and the advance to social- 
ism within the workers' states. From this it flows 
that, in pursuit of class-collaborationist deals 
with imperialism, it may and does adopt counter— 
revolutionary policies with regard to other work- 
ers' states and anti-imperialist struggles. It 


sites and utilises its weapons within other degen- 
erate workers' states by means of pressure upon 
their bureaucracies, thus violating the democratic 
rights of the proletariats of these countries and 
inflaming their sense of national oppression. It 
deprives certain workers' states of the weapons - 
including nuclear ones - necessary for their 
defence against imperialism (Cuba and Vietnam in 
the 1960s). It is quite conceivable that the Soviet 
bureaucracy under threat from imperialism would 
disarm these states or leave them defenceless, 


Therefore, we demand the no-strings offer of 
nuclear as well as conventional weapons to the 
other workers' states threatened by imperialism, 
with control over these weapons in the hands of 
their own governments. We demand the dissolution of 
the oppressive Warsaw Pact and its replacement with 
an equal mutual defence treaty between the workers' 
states. We fight for political revolution which 
alone ean, on the basis of proletarian democracy 
and internationalism, on a historie seale, defend 
the existing gains by extending them. The overthrow 
of the parasitic bureaucracies would immeasurably 
strengthen the workers' states and at the same time 
inerease the aid that the proletarian revolution 
and the anti-imperialist struggles could throw into 
the balanee against imperialism's war threats. 


The Soviet bureaucracy's decision to site new 
missiles in East Germany (GDR) and Czechoslovakia 
(CSSR) will doubtless strengthen neutralist and 
also anti-communist positions in the Peace 
Movement. 'European Nuclear Disarmament' (END) 
exists to give voice to such sentiments. 


We defend the right of the USSR and the 
workers' states to have nuclear defence capability 
against imperialism. For that reason we defend the 
right of the workers’ states to deploy the new 


weapon systems and, despite the bureaucracy's 
motives and methods of deploying them, oppose 
campaigns against their siting. We oppose all 
attempts to link disarmament demands in the West to 
equivalent demands on the stalinist bureaucracies. 
To do so is to destroy the progressive element 
within the unilateralist slogan leaving only a 
hypocritical bourgeois call for peace negotiations. 

In essenee this is what the demand for a nuclear- 
free zone in Europe represents. 


PACIFISM IN EASTERN EUROPE 


What is our attitude to the unofficial peace 
movements that have emerged in certain East 
European countries? 


We eannot support a slogan of Unilateral 
Nuelear Disarmament for the workers' states for the 
reasons stated above. We oppose all neutralist 
demands such as those of the GDR unofficial peace 
movement, 


We give no support to the pro-imperialist 
elements leading such movements in the USSR or. 
Eastern Europe (the churches, pro-Western dissi- 
dents like Sakharov etc.). Thus we can give no 
political support to the existing unofficial peace 
‘movements. However, there is a proletarian anti-war 
policy for the degenerate workers' states, one 
which fights the bureaucracy's counter-revolution- | 
ary policies which threatens these states with 
destruction at the hands of imperialism. As long as 
'defence' is exclusively in the hands of a standing 
army which is also the instrument of bureaucratic 


35 


privilege and of political and national oppression, 
then the best means of defence is denied to the 
post-capitalist social relations. The best means is 
the conscious and enthusiastic support of the 
masses and their ever ready availability to defend 
them arms in hand. Imperialism's hopes for 
restoration rest not only upon a military coercion 
of the bureaucracy but on internal confusion and 
counter-revolution stemming from the masses’ own 
hatred of bureaucratic oppression. Thus we demand, 
as part of the slogans of political revolution, the 
arming of the working class and collective farmers 
(or small peasants) - a real democratic militia. We 
demand the abrogation of unequal treaties and 
military pacts in favour of mutual defence of all 
workers! states. 


We demand the withdrawal of the Soviet armed 


‘forees from the East European workers’ states 


wherever the insurrectionary or victorious prole- 
tarian political revolution demands it - distin- 
guishing this call from imperialist or 
pro-imperialist calls for withdrawal aimed at 
facilitating a social counter-revolution. 


In the degenerate workers' states today we 
demand the application of the norms of workers' 
democracy within the context of the defence of the 
proletariat's dictatorship. This includes the free 
expression of confused pacifist views, correcting 
by arguments those sincerely held and voiced by the 
masses, unmasking those hypocritically advanced by 
the agents of imperialism. The suppression of pro- 
-imperialist reactionary propaganda is a question 
of expediency in every concrete circumstance. We 
espouse neither an absolute (i.e. bourgeois) demo- 
cratic demand for universal free speech, nor do we 
surrender to the counter-revolu- tionary bureau- 
eracy the judgement and execution of what is or is 
not counter-revolutionary. We demand that the 
decision be taken by the workers themselves in 
their class organisations. 


The foreign policy of the victorious political 
revolution, based on support for the elass struggle 
in all the capitalist powers and for all anti— 
imperialist struggles, would decisively tip the 
balanee against imperialism, tying its hands 
internally in its heartlands, freeing the semi— 
colonial peoples. Such a policy would not of course 
banish the threat of war until the last major 
imperialist power succumbed to revolution. But it 
offers in the final analysis the only possible 
perspective for the defence of the existing social 
eonquests of the proletariat. 


THE *tATE OF HUMANICY IN THE 
HANDS OF THE PROLETARIAT 


The imperialists now have a first-strike 
capacity against the Soviet missile-silos as well 
as the ability to destroy the Soviet population 
Several times over. This increases the possibility 
of nuclear war not only as a result of proxy 
conflicts in the semi-colonial world - which has 
been an ever-present possibility - but also in the 
form of a strike against the USSR as a warning to 
all forees struggling against imperialism, The 
declining fortunes of US imperialism make this an 
ever greater danger for the workers of the world. 
The workers' movement internationally must be 
rallied to the banner of revolution if the deadly 
logic of declining imperialism is to be stopped 
from reducing the planet to a nuclear ruin. 











Representatives of Workers Power, the Irish Workers 
Group, the Gruppe Arbeitermacht and a group of 
comrades around the French publication “Pouvoir 
Ouvrier’’ met in conference on Apri! 21st and 22nd. 
The task of the conference was to establish frater- 
nal relations between the groups as a step towards 
the creation of a democratic centralist international 


tendency. The fraternal! relations group .has been 
named the Movement for a Revolutionary 
Communist International (MRCI). 


The groups involved have always recognised that 
it is a key task of communists to build a revolutio- 
nary International. Only an International organisa- 
tion based on a common programme able to not 
only discuss but also direct and lead the work of its 
national sections,can counteract the national pre- 
ssures and one sidedness that inevitably arise from 
national isolation. The decision to found the MRCI 
flows directly from our belief that Trotsky’s revo- 
lutionary Fourth International founded in 1938 had 
collapsed irrevocably into centrism by 1951. That 
the epigones - Mandel’s USFI, Lambert's FI(IC) and 
Moreno’s IWL (FI) - have proved themselves hope- 
less centrists who, if they ever gained the leadership 
of significant sections of workers, would lead them 
to disaster. 

Workers Power has always argued that a princi- 
pled regroupment of revolutionary forces can only 
come about on the basis of programmatic agree- 
ment. This means reaching agreement not only on 


- fundamental Marxist principles but on major opera- 


tive tactics in the international and national class 
struggle. Every attempt to circumvent this necessary 
task, to find a short cut to building an international 
tendency, has ignominiously collapsed. Most 
recently, the farcically short lived Moreno/Lambert 
FI (IC),the effective collapse of the FIT and the 
rapid disintegration of the Trotskyist International 
Liaison Committee, all bear witness to the weakness 
of these opportunist regroupments. 

The groups which make up the MRCI have been 
collaborating politically for a considerable period of 
time. The “Declaration of Fraternal Relations” 
passed at the conference outlines the areas of poli- 
tical agreement between the groups summed up in 
the document “Fundamental Principles of Our Pro- 
gramme” (see Permanent Revolution No 1) which 
has been adopted by all the groups. The level of 
agreement has been further underlined through the 
development of common positions on key tests in 
the international class struggle - on the Polish crisis, 
Nicaragua, Iran, Grenada, the Malvinas war and our 
response to the cold war hysteria around the 
downing of the South Korean spy plane over the 
territory of the Soviet Union. The Easter 
conference further agreed positions on the latest 
developments in Central America and the Caribbean, 
on the EEC and the coming Euro elections, and on 
the growing imperialist war drive. 


Movement for a Revolutionary 
Communist International 





Leon Trotsky, founder of the Fourth International 


in adopting a declaration of fraternal relations 
as a step towards the founding of a democratic 
centralist tendency the declaration recognises that, 
“it is necessary for revolutionary groups to develop 
an organisational framework within which collabo- 
ration and private discussion can take place. Within 
such a framework autonomous groups of 
communists can test their ability to generate pro- 


grammatic advance, to adopt common responses to 
current political problems, to create a leading cadre 
and organisation worthy of the trust and loyalty of 
the various groups”. The establishment of fraternal 
relations does not preclude the adoption of 
different positions, on some questions, by the 
fraternal groups, if internal discussion fails to 
resolve the differences. But all the groups recognise 
this as a transitional stage and are committed to 
continuing the necessary work which will allow the 
construction of a democratic centralist tendency 
with an authoritive international leadership. 

The formation of the MRCI is a small, but 
essential step towards rebuilding a revolutionary 
communist international. In the present period 
when imperialism is wracked by economic crisis, 
when it offers the world proletariat and peasantry 
only increasing misery, and threatens to drag the 
planet to nuclear catastrophe, while the working 
class finds itself, once again, led by traitors and 
vacillators, this task becomes even more urgent. We 
urge all those - workers and intellectuals - who 
agree with our positions, who will fight alongside 
us in the class struggle,to join us in completing this 
task. 


FORWARD TO THE REFOUNDING OF A 
LENINIST- TROTSKYIST INTERNATIONAL 


FOR A WORLD PARTY OF SOCIALIST 
REVOLUTION 


